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THE INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 


The election of Mr. J. Hope Shaw, of Leeds, to fill 
the vacant place in the Council of the Incorporated Law 
Society, took place at the annual meeting held on Tues- 
day last. The vacancy thus filled up was caused by 
the death of Mr. Bryan Holme, one of the original 
founders of the Society, and a man of as much eminence 
in metropolitan as his successor in provincial practice. 
# Mr. Hope Shaw’s name and character are widely known 

' in the Northern Counties, but for the information of 


other districts it may be proper to state that he has 
' twice held the office of Mayor of Leeds, and is a 
magistrate of that town, an honour which we regret to 
say is seldom bestowed on solicitors in actual practice. 
| At the time of the foundation of the Society, the com- 
munication between London and the country was slow. 
Long and tedious journeys were not usually taken 


without strong occasion; and the result was, that pro- 
vincial solicitors were practically disqualified for places 
| at the Council board. It is to be remembered that the 
duties of this Council are various and important. They 
_ have to consider the practical operation of all proposed 
changes in the law; to prepare petitions, and produce 
“from the body of solicitors the most competent wit- 
nesses in support of the representations they may think 
fitto make. We believe it is not going too far to say 
that the most powerful and decisive opposition to the 
Tegistration of deeds came from the Incorporated Law 
Society; and on this, and many other occasions, the 
Council have performed services very onerous to them- 
selves, and very valuable to the profession generally. 
Now it is quite beyond dispute that the general 
interests of the body of solicitors would be best pro- 
moted by the deliberations of a Council fairly re- 
presenting every class of practitioners, both in town 
and country. But it is essential that the members of 
the Council should attend, or at least be ready if called 
on to attend, the weekly meetings; and in former times 
it was utterly impossible that country solicitors should 
undertake this duty. Whatever, therefore, may have 
been the original design of the Law Institution, and what- 
ever opinion may be formed as to the mode in which 
the objects of its foundation would be best attained, it 
is certain that the management of the Society must fall 
very much into the hands of the London members of 
‘the Council. But admitting, as we do, that this is an 
imperfection inseparable from the nature of the Institu- 
tion, we do not the less contend that the evil is capable 
of mitigation, and that advantage should be taken of 
‘the vastly-increased facilities of communication between 
‘town and country, to infuse into the management a 
‘leaven of provincial ideas and interests. ‘This sound 
‘principle, we believe, has been for some time past 
‘advocated at the Council-board, and at length an oppor- 
‘tunity has been found of wane 5 into practical effect. 
‘We regard the election of Mr. Hope Shaw as an occur- 





rence of happy augury, both to the Society and to the 
profession generally, believing that this is the first 
step in a line of policy which cannot fail to enlarge 
the scope of the Society’s usefulness, and thereby to 
serve the whole body for whose benefit it subsists. 

It is at once a misconception of fact and an error in 
judgment, to represent that there is, between country 
and town solicitors, any real antagonism of interest. 
If once we begin to talk of classes existing in one and 
the same profession, it will appear, on a moment’s con- 
sideration, that these classes are not two only, but very 
many. It is possible that a country solicitor, who has 
had small intercourse with the capital, may know but 
little of any London practitioners, except his own and 
some other agents. Hence, by always speaking as if 
the terms solicitor and agent were in the metropolis 
co-extensive, there is a chance of persuading some few 
persons to adopt and reason upon the assumption that 
the business of every London office depends wholly or 
principally upon agency. We shall presently show 
that this assumption is entirely contrary to fact; but, 
supposing it were well founded, we could not possibly 
desire to find a stronger argument in support of our 
own opinion that solicitors everywhere have absolutely 
the same interest. Surely, the London agent, who de- 
pends for his business upon the prosperity of his country 
clients, would not be so insane as to risk his own as 
involved in their destruction. It is true that imagina- 
tive people may conceive a London agent as a miracle 
of cunning and audacity, as willing to stake the chance 
of rising on the ruin of his country friends against the 
other chance of sharing in a common downfall. We 
think that this conception of the character of the 
London solicitor would not occur to any one who fre- 
quented the courts and the judges’ chambers ; but it is 
quite impossible to say what hidden depths of design 
might be discovered by an analyst of the legal heart 
thoroughly competent for the investigation. Perhaps 
one of our professed anatomisers of human passion 
will gratify the jaded appetite of the reading world by 
writing a novel upon this subject. Or, if the theme 
appear more suitable for play or poem, we commend it 
seriously to the meditation of workers in these domains 
of art. We have recently discovered that the profession 
counts in its ranks at least one votary of the Muses, 
and we beg to suggest ‘‘The Ambitious Agent” as an 
exercise of his poetic power. 

The notion of the agent deliberately planning the 
ruin of his principal is so extravagant, that the bare 
suggestion of it transports the mind into regions of 
thought altogether alien to this Journal. Returning, 
therefore, as composedly as we can to dry business and 
sober common sense and matter of fact, we have to 
say that the truth is very far indeed from being as 
favourable to our own argument as we have been sup- 
posing. We believe that in all London there are not 
more than fifty or sixty offices whose business depends 
mainly on agency. Now, as the metropolitan solicitors 
amount in all to about three thousand, the class of 
agents, which is sometimes represented as comprehend- 
ing the whole body, forms really but a small part of 
it. Perhaps, if there be still remaining any country 
epuiagne who receives these fancy sketches of London 

ife as truth, the ill-used provincial may be roused to 
ut this question: ‘“‘If these agency houses, of which 
T ken heard so much, form really but one-fiftieth 
part of the profession in London, what is the business 
of the other forty-nine fiftieths of which I never 
heard before?” The answer to this inquiry ought 
to be, that the great body of the profession in the 
capital does exactly the same sort of business, and 
poes it in the same way, as their brethren throughout 
England. It would be easy to point out London 
practitioners who, in the nature of their business, 
and in their connections and sympathies, differ far 
more widely than do the representatives of town 








574 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & REPORTER. Jone 27, 1857. 








and country. Perhaps the two most opposite types of 
character to be found in the whole profession are, on 
the one hand, the agency practitioner, versed in the 
procedure of all courts; and, on the other, the confi- 
dential adviser of noble houses, knowing little of Chan- 
ony and nothing of common law forms, but familiar 
with mortgages, settlements, and the management of 
estates. And yet these entirely dissimilar avocations 
are pursued, not at the distance of two or three hundred 
miles, but within the same court or square, and possibly 
under the very same roof. Then, again, there are the 
City offices, forming a class as entirely distinct from the 
agency houses as any that can be found brig, eto 
the kingdom. Take, for example, the late Mr. James 
Freshfield, and compare the field of duty in which he 
laboured—first, with that of Mr. Holme, who was once 
at the head of one of the largest agencies, and then 
with that of Mr. Holme’s successor in the Council of the 
Law Society—Mr. J. HopeShaw. Take, again, another 
variety of City practitioners, among whom Mr. Law- 
rance and Mr. Linklater are two of the most conspicuous, 
and say whether we should seek to match these speci- 
mens among the London agency houses, or whether their 
parallel is not rather to be found in Hull, Manchester, 
and Liverpool. But we have said more than enough in 
a case where the facts are plain, and the inference from 
them is indisputable. As many as are the classes and 
the wants of society, so many must be the varieties 
that might be counted up, if we had time, in the func- 
tions that devolve upon the solicitor. But to pretend 
that any one class of practitioners is, or can properly 
allow itself to become, insensible to the importance of 
upholding the interests of every other class, is to pro- 
pagate a gross and palpable delusion. It is certainly 
not a compliment to the intelligence of either lawyer or 
layman to attempt to mislead by such very inadequate 
contrivances. 


— a 
— 


OFFICIAL TRUSTEES. 


The Law Amendment Society has been recently en- 
gaged in discussing a project of Serjeant Woolrych, for 
the appointment of official trustees. In the acquiescent 
spirit with which the Society is apt to welcome any 
scheme which professes to be an improvement on the 
existing law, it has adopted, by a unanimous vote, the 
proposition of the learned Serjeant. We cannot but 
think that the Society has in this instance forgotten the 
virtue of discretion in its eager pursuit of reform. The 
prima facie arguments in favour of official trusteeships 
are obvious enough. It is hard to find thoroughly 
competent and upright persons who are willing to 
undertake the thankless office of a trustee. When you 
have been able to select persons worthy of all reliance, 
it is impossible to say how soon the estate may not de- 
volve on an unprincipled heir or executor, or be trans- 
ferred to successors in the trust, who may not be 
adorned by all the virtues of the original trustees. 
From these causes it is undeniable that instances of 
fraudulent malversation are of sufficiently frequent oc- 
currence to constitute in the aggregate a serious national 
evil. One remedy for this mischief, and we believe a 
tolerably effectual one, will be found in the Bill of the 
Attorney-General, which promises shortly to become 
law. Rather strangely, this has been regarded by 
Serjeant Woolrych more as an 5 olered than a 
remedy, and it seems to be imagined that the dread of 
a prosecution will have an injurious effect. It is 
thought that the increased reluctance of fit men to 
undertake a fiduciary office will more than counter- 
balance the benefit which may be expected from 
the new law in keeping trustees of less rigorous in- 
tegrity within the limits of honesty. We are satis- 
fied that this is an entire delusion. The position of 
any trustee of common honesty will be far better 
after Sir Richard Bethell’s Bill has passed than 
it is now. No one who has not acted in a trust 








can appreciate the difficulty of resisting the impor- 
tunities of tenants for life and others to concur in 
irregularities which cannot be committed without 
involving the trustee in the risk of serious loss. The pro- 
hibitions of a criminal statute, so far as they touch such 
transactions at all, will arm the trustee with an unan- 
swerable reply to all such solicitations. It is common 
enough for a trustee to be urged to commit a breach 
of trust which may be really beneficial to all the parties 
interested ; and if he refuses, on the plea that he may 
at some future time be held accountable, he is set down 
as an unaccommodating stickler, and quarrelled with 
accordingly. But no one could be shameless enough to 
press a trustee to do an act for which he might ulti- 
mately be brought to the bar of the Old Bailey ; and 
though the proposed statute will not in any case reach 
a trustee who acts without a fraudulent intent, the 
mere general fact that breaches of trust are made 
amenable to the criminal law will, in a multitude of 
cases, silence the importunity which is the greatest 
of the difficulties that beset the office of a trustee. 
After a brief period of panic has passed by, mien 
of integrity will, we believe, be less reluctant than 
hitherto to take upon themselves the duties of 4 
trust; and the statute, so far from increasing 
the necessity for an official substitute, will, we 
have no doubt, diminish the difficulty of findi 
suitable private trustees. At the same time, it will 
obviously tend to check the appropriations of those who 
are really dishonest ; and, therefore, whatever may be 
the necessity for a scheme like that of Serjeant Wool- 
rych, it is certainly not increased by the intended 
severity of the Attorney-General’s measure. Even 
were this otherwise, it would perhaps be better to in- 
crease the supply of eligible trustees by providing them 
with a fair remuneration, than to supplant them by paid 
officials. There is some vagueness about the plan as at 
resent sketched out; and it is not clear whether it is 
intended that the Government shall pledge its credit for 
the honesty of the Official trustee ; although, without 
this condition, there will be nothing like an absolute 
assurance against defalcations of the very kind which 
the project is designed to prevent. 

Supposing, however, that this should be one of the 
terms of the proposed legislation, we should undoubtedly 
escape the single risk of fraudulent appropriations of trust 
funds ; but the scheme goes much further than is neces 
sary to secure this object. If the official trustee were 
merely made the recipient and disburser of all trust 
moneys, without loading him with the discretionary and 
other duties of the trust, the same security would be 
obtained at a far less expense of labour, and consequently 
at far less cost to each estate. For it is clear that the 
official, whoever he may be, must be paid, and paid in 
proportion to the work performed ; and if any trustee 
would take the trouble to estimate the value of his time 
spent upon his fiduciary task, he would soon satisfy 
himself that the payment of an official to do the same 
business would involve a heavy per-centage on most 
trust estates, So far, therefore, as protection against 
dishonesty is required, a mere public de —— is all 
that would be wanted. But there are other difficulties 
which trustees have to deal with, They have, in the 
interpretation of wills, and the administration of estates, 
to decide judicially on the rights of the beneficiaries; 
and if they do so without appealing to the Court of 
Chancery, they do it at their own risk. Where the 
trustees are men of substance, no system could be 
more beneficial to their cestuis que trust. But 
would an official trustee undertake such a ‘re- 
sponsibility? Clearly not; and it would either be 
necessary to invest him with strictly judicial powers to 
make his own construction ipso facto binding, or else to 


permit him, of course at the expense of the estate, to . 


refer every doubtful point to the Court of Chancery. 
The former alternative is out of the question, as nothing 
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can be more monstrous than to give such judicial powers 
to an administrative officer without requiring him to 
hear the arguments of the parties interested, and, in 
fact, making him to all intents and purposes a Court of 
Trusts. 

We have at present the Court of Chancery oe 
the very functions which the official trustee is intende 
to perform; its officer, the Accountant-General, being as 
secure a depositary for trust moneys as it is easy to 
imagine. But it will be said, the expense is great. No 
doubt it is considerable ; and though it admits perhaps 
of some reduction, it will never be possible, on any 
system, to get a large amount of intricate business ac- 
curately and safely done without heavy expense. As- 
suredly, the establishment of a new Court of Chancery, 
under a new name, without the knowledge and experi- 
ence which have made the old tribunal almost perfect 
in the decision of trust questions, is not likely to lead 
to more efficient or less costly work; and it strikes us 
that the Law Amendment Society would do much better 
service by endeavouring to discover some mode of im- 
proving the chamber-machinery of our courts, so as to 
increase the speed and lessen the cost of an ad- 
ministration suit, than by devising a second court, 
which would have all the evils, and few of the 
good qualities, of the Court of Chancery. The altera- 
tions of the practice by recent legislation have been a 
great step in this direction; and the further reform of 
the judges’ chambers, and the reduction or abolition of 
court fees, is all that is needed to make the system as 

rfect as any official mode of administering trusts can 
“4 This is the direction which the efforts of reformers 
ought to take; and that they may do so, we trust that 
the zeal of the Law Amendment Society will cease to 
consume itself in discussing such visionary speculations 
as Serjeant Woolrych’s project for the appointment of 
official trustees. One fact alone is enough to show how 
crude his plan at present is. He contemplates, in the 
first instance, the appointment of one official trustee, to 
be afterwards aided by a few country associates. When 
it is considered that this functionary will have to do for 
each estate all that is now done by private trustees, 
judges, chief clerks, counsel, solicitors, accountants. and 
their clerks put together, it must be very obvious, that, 
if even the number of estates under his care should be 
no more than the Court of Chancery has now upon its 
list, he would have the work of some hundreds of 
active men thrown upon his single shoulders. The 
truth is, we should soon have an official staff whose 
salaries would devour estates with even greater facility 
than the enemies of the Court of Chancery are in the 
habit of attributing to that much maligned tribunal. 


Legal “Netus. 


In the House of Commons, on Wednesday, most of 
the sitting was consumed in a vain attempt, by Mr. 
Craufurd, to force his Bill through Committee, against 
the opposition of the Irish members. The perseve- 
rance of the author of the Bill, and the opinion of the 
majority of the House, was successfully resisted during 
acontest of several hours; and it appears most pro- 
bable that Mr. Craufurd will not again find even so 
favourable an opportunity as he has had this week, and 
therefore that his measure stands adjourned to another 
session. The tactics of the Irish members were simple 
in the extreme. There were four motions for reporting 
progress, and upon each of them abundance of loose 
talk, and a division. Colonel French began his oppo- 
sition by urging the absence of many triab members as 
a reason for postponing the Committee. We must 
assume, from the course which the proceedings took, 
that many of them entered the House during the dis- 
cussion. Otherwise, the conception we obtain of the 





‘retarding power of Irishmen is absolutely 





If a small detachment of Hibernian representatives 
can suspend the action and disappoint the will of the 
House of Commons, we shall be ready to believe that 
the concurrence of the whole body could repeat the 
miracle of Joshua. It is, at all events, quite clear that 
Irish obstructiveness is too strong to be overcome by a 
private member. If the Government mean this Bill 
to pass, they ought to take charge of it ; and, at any rate, 
they should not leave the House to waste, in utterly 
profitless discussion and wrangling, several hours of 
valuable time. 
In the Exchequer Chamber, on Saturday last, an 
appeal was heard from the Court of Exchequer; and it 
appeared that the case had been argued in that Court 
before two judges only, Barons Martin and Bramwell, 
who differed in opinion. We have before drawn atten- 
tion to occurrences somewhat similar to this, as proving 
that if, as some persons contend, there are too many com- 
mon-law judges, the existing arrangement of their duties 
must be singularly ill-contrived. In the case to which 
we refer, it is not unlikely, or, at any rate, not impos- 
sible, that in a full court a decision might have been 
obtained by a majority of three judges to one, and that 
this result would have been satisfactory, and no further 
litigation would have been thought of. As it was, the 
parties were compelled to resort to the Exchequer 
Chamber, where the case was heard by five judges, 
and judgment has been reserved. Now, it is part of 
our legal theory that the Exchequer Chamber is a 
court of higher authority than the courts whose deci- 
sions it reviews. But, inasmuch as the judges who sit 
there are of merely equal rank with the judges of the 
inferior courts, the greater weight ascribed to the judg- 
ments of the Court of Error must be due to the 
number, not to the rank of its component members. 
But if two judges of the Queen’s Bench and three of 
the Common Pleas are to review judgments which 
usually proceed from four Barons of the Exchequer, 
there is little but a faith in odd numbers to satisfy us 
that the higher tribunal is entitled to more respectful 
consideration than the lower. In the case which gives 
occasion to these remarks, it happened that both courts 
were below the numerical strength which the law con- 
templates; and, therefore, the usual proportion be- 
tween the numbers of judges acting in them was nearly 
observed. It is to be noted, that, during the past week, 
three judges of the same court have sat at one time at 
Nisi Prius, and this again would seem to imply some 
doubt whether there are too many judges. However, it 
is probable thai we shall soon hear what the Commission 
appointed to consider this subject have to say upon it, 








We give below the report of another action agai 
an attorney for alleged negligence, which was tried on 
Thursday, and wherein the jury arrived at a conclusion 
to which we do not think we should have clearly seen 
our way. In this case of Carr v. Chapple, negligence 
was imputed to the defendant in respect that he impro- 

erly assented to terms of compromise of an action, 

t was sworn on behalf of the defendant that counsel 
advised this compromise, and also that the plaintiffs in 
the action assented to it; but this latter statement was 
contradicted by the plaintiffs themselves. The Judge 
left it to the jury to say whether the defendant had been 
guilty of negligence in assenting to the terms of compro- 
mise ; and the jury found a verdict against him, with 
£200 damages. Now, so far as we can judge-from the 
report in the daily papers, it would seem that, by very 
unwise and careless management, a married womah 
had been deprived of between £200 and £300 that was 
settled on her. At one —— of the affair, when an 
investment was made in worthless houses, the trustees 
appear to have been very culpable ; but it is not stated 
that Mr. Chapple was concerned for the parties at this 
time. Ata later period, an ejectment was brought by 
the owner of the sea on which the houses stood, and. 
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Mr. Chapple or his clerk suffered judgment to be 
signed against his clients by default. Here, then, were 
two distinct occasions on which somebody deserved 
censure, but in neither case were the jury called upon 
to adjudge the penalty. There was fo a third occa- 
sion on which negligence was imputed to the defendant, 
but with regard to which it might be contended, with 
great force of reason—first, that the defendant had 
really taken a prudent course ; and secondly, that, 
whether he had or not, he did his best to form a 
sound opinion—had acted on the advice of the counsel 
in the case, and, according to his own witness, with the 
approbation of the parties interested. ‘The jury, how- 
ever, were not disposed to stand on trifles. Here was 
a married woman who had lost her little fortune, and, 
as it came out in the course of the trial, was living 
separate from her husband. Here, also, was an at- 
torney, a legitimate victim of common juries, who had 
certainly been guilty of one act of negligence, although 
not that in respect of which they were to award 
damages. It is not very surprising that this jury should 
have followed the example set them in the case of Van 
Toll v. Chapman. In both cases a lady had lost money, 
andanattorney had acted carelessly. Torestore thelady’s 
money to her would be a pleasant thing to do, and to 
treat an attorney with questionable justice would not 
be very disagreeable. We fear that this will not be the 
last instance in which the recent precedent will be fol- 
lowed ; and it is much to be deplored that the case of Van 
Toll v. Chapman must now stand over until November, 
without any earlier opportunity of obtaining a judicial 
revision of the verdict in that case. The prospects of 
any attorneys who may happen to be defendants at the 
coming assizes in actions of this character are not 
encouraging. All that can be done is to take care that 
every such case shall be thoroughly discussed next 
term, so that some sound principles may, if possible, 
be laid down for the guidance of future juries. 





QUEEN’S BENCH.—June 25. 
AcTION AGAINST AN ATTORNEY FOR NEGLIGENCE. 
Carr and Another v. Chapple. 

Mr. Serjeant Z'homas and Mr. Dunbar were counsel for the 
plaintiffs; and Mr. Milward for the defendant. 

This action was brought to recover compensation for a loss 
sustained through the alleged negligence of the defendant, who 
is an attorney carrying on business in Great Carter-lane. 

It appeared that the plaintiffs, Mr. John Carr and Mr. 
Richard Farrow, are the trustees of a settlement executed in 
June, 1847, on the marriage of Mr. and Mrs. Hocheday, by 
which a sum of £300 Consols, the property of the lady, was 
settled on herself. In December, 1855, at the suggestion of 
her husband, she determined to purchase some leasehold houses 
in Bermondsey from a person named Keyes for £300. The 
trustees assented, and sold out the stock, which produced £277; 
the husband made up the difference, and the purchase was com- 
pleted. It was soon found that the property was utterly worth- 
less, not producing enough to pay the ground-rent, and had 
been purchased by Keyes for £50. Mrs. Hocheday consulted a 
Mr. Farrer, who was managing clerk to the defendant, and on 
his advice determined to bring an action in the name of the 
trustees against Keyes. The cause was set down for trial at 
Guildhall, on the 10th of December, 1855. The plaintiffs and 
their witnesses were in attendance, but, after waiting all day, 
they were informed the cause had been settled. It afterwards 
appeared that the terms were, that the defendant Keyes should 
pay £200 on or before the 11th of June, 1856, and the plaintiffs 
re-assign the cottages on payment of that sum. On the 26th 
of June an ejectment was brought by the landlady of the houses, 
and judgment allowed to go by default. No portion of the 
money had been paid, so that Mrs. Hocheday had lost everything. 

The plaintiffs and Mr. Hocheday were examined: they stated 
they were never consulted as to the terms of the compromise, 
and never consented to it. Mrs. Hocheday admitted that some- 
thing was said about a compromise by Keyes's agent, and she 
said she would not object, provided she got £200, and each 
party paid their own costs. She further said, it was by defen- 
dant’s advice she allowed judgment to be marked in the eject- 

. Ment. 





For the defence, Mr. Farrer, managing clerk to the defendant, 
was called. He stated he had had the entire management of 
the case. Mr. Chapple never interfered at all. When it was 


‘ proposed to compromise the action against Keyes, he consulted 


the counsel engaged, and they advised his proposal should be 
accepted. He then saw Carr, Farrow, and Mr. and Mrs, 
Hocheday, and they all agreed to accept the terms. They 
never expressed any dissatisfaction with the terms until October, 
1856, when the present action was commenced. He was not 
told of the ejectment having been brought until the time for ap- 
pearing had elapsed. As the plaintiffs were now unable to 
fulfil their portion of the agreement by re-assigning the houses, 
great difficulty was experienced in recovering anything from 
Keyes, but he had no doubt something would eventually be 
got. He was endeavouring to enforce the agreement when 
this action was commenced. 

Hocheday, the husband, who has been separated from his wife 
for some time, confirmed Mr. Farrer’s statement as to the con- 
versation with the plaintiffs and Mrs. Hocheday, and swore 
they all three expressly assented to the compromise. 

Mr. Justice Wightman said the question he would ask the 
jury was, whether the defendant had been guilty of negligence 
in assenting to these terms of compromise; if they were of 
opinion that he had, they would then consider the amount of 
damages ; if they thought he had done what, under the circum- 
stances, was the best for his clients, they ought to find for him. 

The jury, after a short deliberation, said they found for the 
plaintiffs for the amount of the Judge’s order. 

Verdict for the plaintiffs—Damages, £200. 





LIVERPOOL COUNTY COURT. 

The following letter has been addressed to the Editor of the 
Northern Times :— 

“ Srr,—Here we are with another adjournment this week! On 
Tuesday last Mr. Conway sat in the absence of the Judge; but 
the cases for the three following days were adjourned until the 
29th and 30th of July next, being a period of THREE CALENDAR 
MONTHS from the days they were entered in the court! Is this 


right? Is this court a boon to the public, or is it a nuisance? 
‘The remedy is obvious,’ says the Daily Post; ‘let the 
Government appoint an additional judge.’ The remedy is 


equally obvious, say I; let the judge appoint a deputy, 
and pay him according to the Act of Parliament. One 
judge of ordinary stamina is sufficient for the present 
business, and therefore the country ought not to be 
saddled with the expense of an additional one. Let the 
judge, whoever he may be, confine himself to his own 
duties in his own court, and not ramble off to the Quarter 
Sessions four times in the year to the hindrance of his own 
suitors. The Judge of this court is, without doubt, a very good 
judge, and he has been so much lauded that we can now hardly 
bring ourselves to find fault with him. But there is reason in 
the roasting of eggs, and our love for the man must not lead us 
to forget what is due from him to us. If the constitution of 
the judge should unfortunately be so weak and delicate that he 
cannot execute the duties of his office, then, in honour, he ought 
to resign. But I would fain hope this is not so, and that his 
appointment of a deputy would remedy the inconvenience 
arising during his severe illness.—I am, &c., A Surror. 

“June 20, 1857.” 

COURT OF BANKRUPTCY.—June 25. 
(Before Mr. Commissioner GoULBURN). 

Re Giustiniani.—In this case, the facts of which have already 
appeared (ante, p. 557), his Honour decided to accept the offer 
of the defendant for the payment of £700 into court, to abide 
the determination of the Lords Justices on the question whether 
a bond ought to be given. 


—_—_—_—_—_ 


Obituary. 
THE LATE JOHN WARD, ESQ. 

We have to record, while we deplore, the loss of a distin- 
guished member of the profession, of whom we subjoin a brief 
biographical sketch, extracted from the Durham Chronicle of 
June 19. 

‘“‘Mr. Ward was born at Durham on the 10th September, 1771. 
His youth was marked by indications of talent and decided 
predilection for the acquirement of knowledge in preference to 
the enjoyment of juvenile exercises. At the usual period he 
was placed at the Grammar School, under the mastership of that 
distinguished classic, the late Dr. Britton; where he attained 
a proficiency in Greek and Latin literature, his extraordinary 


| power of memory rendering the acquisition of - knowledge 
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facile and enduring. He was also a proficient in most of the 
modern languages. The studious habits which were thus 
formed, and the dedication of many midnight hours to literary 
pursuits, enabled him to lay up an ample store of knowledge, 
the overflowings of which were not unfrequently communicated 
to the public; and we may, perhaps, be permitted to express a 
hope that these may not remain in obscurity. 

“ Of the profession of the law, which Mr. Ward had adopted, 
he was a distinguished ornament. Open, candid, and sincere in 
all his converse with his brethren, he won their opinion and 
secured their esteem. Perhaps few individuals have passed the 
ordeal of sixty years’ practice as an attorney with greater 
honour, reputation, and success. His mind was of such an order 
that he naturally, we might almost say constitutionally, repu- 
diated the petty warfare and contentious disputations incident 
to the common law ; his forte lay in his knowledge as a property 
lawyer; in this he excelled, and amid its weighty and intri- 
cate ramifications obtained the highest confidence: by gentle- 
men at the bar his opinions in this important branch were 
received with decided respect and deference ; and parties not 
personally acquainted with him can scarcely form an ade- 
quate idea of the amount of public professional honour and 
estimation which he enjoyed in his native place, especially in 
the immediate circle of his clientship. This is the more worthy 
of remark when we consider that no peculiarly advantageous 
or adventitious circumstances marked his entrance into life; his 
success lay in his own right hand and his own sound heart. 
The propriety of his judgment often marked him as an arbitrator 
on very difficult occasions, and we never knew an instance 
where his judgment was arraigned. Asa testimony beyond our 
own, we select from a mass of similar evidences the following 
tribute of respect and estimation by one of the oldest and most 
eminent solicitors in the North of England :— 

“Mr. Ward was one for whom in early life I entertained the highest 
esteem. He was a pattern amongst the dissolute ; and I have to this hour 
looked upon him as a Polar star. Nothing in his life ever occurred to 
cast a shade over his character—there never was an imputation or stain 
upon him.” 

“In the year 1813, Mr. Ward was united to Miss Frances 
Leveson Gower, a lady allied to a noble family, whose energy in 
raising and aupporting religious and educational institutions 
was remarkably successful, and whom he survived nearly eight 
years, terminating his career on Friday, the 12th June, 1857. 

“ During the solemn period of decay his confidence has never 
been shaken, and his faith remained firmly fixed on ‘the 
Cross.’ A son and daughter survive him, who, on Thursday, 
the 18th June, paid the last reverential tribute of filial piety to 
the mortal remains of an inestimable parent.” 





Foreinc A County Court Process.—A somewhat singular 
case was heard before the Exeter magistrates a few days ago. 
A respectable tradesman, named William Downey, of Topsham, 
was committed for trial on a charge of forging the name of Mr. 
John Daw, registrar of the Exeter District County Court, to 
what purported to be a county court summons. It was stated 
that persons travel about the country and make a good living 
by selling documents in imitation of county court summonses, 
which are printed in Holywell-street, London. These are 
purchased by small tradesmen, who send them to tardy debtors 
in order to frighten them into payment. To make the process 
complete, it is necessary to forge the signature of the registrar. 
This Downey did, and posted the letters in Exeter, so that it 
might appear to the debtors that they came from the office of 
the registrar. By the County Courts Act the offence is one 
of felony. It was stated by Mr. Daw that he believed the 
prisoner did it in ignorance of the consequences. The magis- 
trates committed Downey for trial at the ensuing Quarter 
Sessions. 


Commitments BY County Courts.—A case was mentioned 
by Mr. Dowse, on June 18, to Mr. Commissioner Phillips, and 
the discharge ordered, in the matter of G. Hall, where the in- 
solvent had been committed by the ‘Bloomsbury County Court, 
after his discharge by this Court. He did not attend the judg- 
ment summons. The discharge, though ordered, has not been 
sent, as the warrant of commitment is for contempt in not at- 
tending, and not for “non-payment.” Unless parties who are 
summoned show their discharge or protection they will be com- 
mitted, and therefore the decision is of considerable importance 
to parties, or they will find themselves in gaol.—Daily News. 


“Touts.”—On Wednesday, at the police-court, Mr. Dodd, 
solicitor, complained to Mr. Mansfield, stipendiary magistrate, 
of the system of touting pursued by some of the attorneys 
practising at the Court, instancing a case in which a “ touter,” 


employed by Mr. Cobb, had waited upon one of his (Mr. Dodd’s) 
clients in prison, for the purpose of endeavouring to secure the 
case. Mr. Mansfield expressed regret that there shonld be any 
difference between the legal gentlemen of that Court, and 
intimated that in future no one would be allowed to have 
access to the prisoners except a professional man himself; and 
that, in order that a person in Bridewell, who wished to employ 
a professional man, might have an opportunity of knowing the 
names of the advocates, a list of attorneys practising at the 
police-court should be placed in a prominent position in the 
cells.— Liverpool Albion. 

Roya British Bank.—The following letter bas been ad- 
dressed to the Editor of the Daily News :— 

“ Sir,—A very significant paragraph appears in the Times of 
this morning, ‘that the Bill to effect a compromise between the 
creditors and shareholders in this unfortunate swindle is opposed 
in the House of Lords by Lord St. Leonards and others among 
the law lords, and will accordingly remain in abeyance until 
after the appeal of the Tipperary shareholders shall have been 
heard.’ A pretty prospect this, certainly. Here have we been 
deluded from month to month, and told by Mr. Linklater that 
16s. 6d. if not 18s. in the pound, would certainly be realised. 
Everything was to be productive in the highest degree; the 
Welsh mine was to realise £40,000 at least, the balance against 
Mr. Brown to be reduced to a mere nothing, and the share- 
holders to contribute their 6s. 6d. without delay and without 
compulsion. Now, what is the actual state of things? Scarcely 
more than enough to pay the law expenses has been recovered 
from the estate since the last dividend; the Welsh mine, instead 
of realising £40,000 is said to be offering at £15,000, and it is 
doubtful if it is worth one shilling, for it is said to be working 
at a great weekly loss. Add to this, that the directors who 
were to contribute so largely themselves, and to influence others 
to do likewise, and Mr. Humphrey Brown in particular, whose 
services were so indispensable to enable the assignees to realise 
the value of his own assets, are all in custody on charges of 
fraud and felony, and the expenses of their prosecution, if carried 
out on the same scale as everything else has been, will certainly 
swamp every shilling this estate can for the future produce. A 
very pretty conclusion truly, sir; and I think most of your 
readers will be of the same opinion, and think with me, that 
those who sold their debts when they had the opportunity of 
doing so, have realised in a remarkable degree the truth of the 
old adage, ‘That a bird in the hand is worth two in the 
bush.’ I am, &c., AN UnrortunATE Deposiror.” 

THe Pay or Munisters or THE Crowy.—In the new 
number of the Journal of the Statistical Society, published on 
Saturday, is an elaborately prepared and very important article 
by Dr. Farr, on the “‘ Pay of Ministers of the Crown ;” Dr. Farr’s 
object being to arrive at some natural standard by which the 
salaries of the principal Ministers of the Crown should be 
regulated, which he concludes should be the incomes of the 
highest classes of professional men. But what are these? 
His inquiries respecting the incomes of the most eminent phy- 
sicians and surgeons of the present day show that only about 
ten are receiving £5,000 a-year and upwards. The incomes of 
the heads of the Church range from £4,200 to £15,000 a-year. 
Dr. Farr passes over both these classes, and adopts for his 
standard the average earnings of the most eminent barristers 
and judges. He finds that the incomes of twenty-four barristers 
ranged from £5,000 to £20,000, and those of the same number 
of judges from £4,800 to £8,000. He concludes, therefrom, 
that the salaries of the principal Ministers of the Crown are 
below the “natural standard,” which he thus derives from the 
average earnings of the professional class whose duties approach 
the nearest to those exercised by members of the Government. 

THE LATE ExTRAORDINARY ASSAULT CASE AT BIRMING- 
HAM.—The indictment preferred by Mr. Hodgson, the ex-Mayor 
of Birmingham, against Mr. H. Collis, a solicitor of that town, 
for a violent assault committed on the 4th of June, was tried 
June 24, before Mr. Recorder Hix1, at the borough sessions. 
Mr. O’Brien and Mr. Cockle appeared for the prosecution, and 
Mr. Spooner and Mr. Mills for the defendant. It will be recol- 
lected, that, owing to a misunderstanding in connection with the 
Duke of Cambridge’s visit to Birmingham, Mr. Collis took 
offence at a letter written by Mr. Hodgson, and, not obtaining 
its withdrawal, committed a violent assault upon him in his 
own office. The jury found the defendant “Guilty” of the 
third count of the indictment, charging him with an assault, 
and inflicting actual bodily harm. The Recorder postponed 

judgment until the following cay, when Mr. Collis entirely 
withdrew all observations upon Mr. Hodgson’s veracity ; and he 





was sentenced to pay a fine of £50, and imprisonment with 








578 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & REPORTER, Joye 27, 1857, 








hard labour until paid. The penalty was immediately paid by 
the defendant, and he was discharged. 

Roya Brirish BANk.—Mr. Bloxam, the chief clerk, decided 
(June 24) that Mr. Empson, solicitor of Moorgate-street, who 
had on various occasions had his name made use of for the pur- 
pose of transferring shares in the company, was not to be placed 
upon the list of contributories as liable, subject to the right of 
the official manager to appeal against the decision.—Daily News, 

Mr. John Shattock, attorney, was, on Tuesday, again brought 
up on remand, charged with forging Messrs. Little and Murray’s 
name to a bill of exchange for 30/. 10s. 6d, Mr. Aspinall ap- 
peared for the prosecution, and Mr. Bluck defended the prisoner, 
who was committed for trial. On Thursday the prisoner was 
committed on a further charge of uttering a forged bill of ex- 
change for £35, purporting to be accepted by Richard Coleman, 
and upon which he had obtained an advance of £20 from Henry 
De Medina, attorney, King-street, Finsbury-square, London.— 
Liverpool Albion, 

ELEcTION oF SHERIFFs.—Alderman Lawrence, and Mr. Allen, 
citizen and stationer, were elected to serve the office of Sheriffs 
of London and Sheriff of Middlesex for the ensuing year. 





New Queen’s Counset.—Mr. Skinner and Mr. Huddlestone, 
of the Oxford Circuit, have been appointed Queen’s Counsel. 

William Fry Channell, Esq., one of the Barons of her 
Majesty’s Court of Exchequer; and Henry Singer Keating, 
Esq., her Majesty’s Solicitor-General, received the honour of 
knighthood on June 18th. 


ee 


Recent Decisions in Chancery. 





Lanps Criauses Actr—Sprciric PERFORMANCE. 
Regent's Canal Company v. Ware, 5 W. R. 617. 


This case has determined a point on which there had been 
some conflict of judicial opinion—viz. the extent to which a 
notice to take lands under the Lands Clauses Consolidation Act, 
with subsequent proceedings under it, places the landowner and 
the company in the relative position of vendor and purchaser, 
and entitles the one or the other to the usual remedy by way of 
specific performance. 

The question was first raised in the case of Stone v. The 
Commercial Railway Company (4 My. & Cr. 122). The contest 
there arose from the fact that the company had issued a precept 
to the jury in which the description of the lands did not agree 
with that in the previous notice, and the landowner applied for 
an injunction to restrain the proceedings upon it. The Court 
granted the injunction ; and, in the course of the judgment, 
Lord Cottenham expressly laid it down, that, the moment the 
company had given the notice, the relative situation of vendors 
and purchasers was constituted; and that the company had no 
power afterwards to reduce the amount of land to be taken. 

This was not, however, a bill for specific performance. But 
in the subsequent case of Walker v. Eastern Counties Railway 
Company, where, in consequence of the delay of the company 
after they had given their notice, the landowner filed a bill for 
specific performance—V. C. Wigram gave a large interpretation 
to Lord Cottenham’s dictum, and held that the notice alone con- 
stituted a contract; and that, although the purchase-money re- 
mained to be ascertained by the mode prescribed by the statute, 
the plaintiff was nevertheless entitled to a decree for specific 
performance. The same point again occurred, or was con- 
sidered to have occurred, in Adams v. London and Blackwall 
Railway, where V. C. Wigram overruled a demurrer by the com- 
pany to a bill for specific performance. On appeal, this judg- 
ment was reversed by Lord Cottenham (2 Mac. & G, 118), 
partly on the ground that V. C. Wigram had taken an erroneous 
view of the facts alleged; but, though Lord Cottenham ex- 
pressly abstained from any direct observations on Walker v. 
Eastern Counties Railway, he at the same time explained in a 
much more limited sense the language which he had himself 
employed in Stone’s Case. After stating that the Vice-Chan- 
cellor’s view appeared to be, that the notice by itself constituted 
the relation of vendor and purchaser, and that the Court could 
enforce the performance of all the incidents to that relationship, 
he qualified the doctrine as follows:—“ It is, I think, quite 
true, that, to a certain extent and for certain purposes, the com- 
pulsory taking of land under the Railway Acts places the com- 
panies and the owners in the relative situation of purchasers 
and vendors; such, for instance, as to fixing between them the 
land to be taken. This was all that was decided in Stone’s 





Case; but it by no means follows, that this Court will therefore 
take upon itself the specific performance of such sales. Jf; in- 
deed, the proceedings lead to an agreement, the Court might do so; 
Jor then, although originating in the compulsory power, the pur- 
chase would be to be effected under a private agreement, and so 
other cases may arise ; but whether it would do so if the case 
depended entirely upon the notice.of taking the land not fol- 
lowed by any agreement, or, indeed, by any claim on the part 
of the owner (for such is the present case, as stated by the bill), 
the amount of purchase-money, therefore, not being ascer- 
tained, is a question upon which I do not think it necessary to 
express any opinion, because I think that the circumstances of 
this case call for a decision founded on very different principles.” 
This was the state of the question when the present case came 
before the Master of the Rolls. In this instance, the notice had 
been followed by an award, under an arbitration pursuant to 
the Lands Clauses Act, so that the price was definitively ascer- 
tained; and the bill for specific performance was filed, not by the 
landowner, but by the company. There were some other spe- 
cialties in the case; but the judgment of the Master of the 
Rolls was given independently of them. His Honour con- 
sidered, that the observations in Adams v. Blackwall Railway 
substantially overruled V. C. Wigram’s view. At the same 
time, he held that the present case, where not only had the 
notice been given, but the price also had been fixed, fell within 
the exceptions noticed by Lord Cottenkam [printed in ‘italics in 
our extract from his judgment], and that the relation of vendor 
and purchaser had become complete, so as to enable the Court 
to decree specific performance. ‘This is the first instance of such 
a decree in favour of the company; and although there were 
peculiar circumstances arising out of the fact, that the land was 
taken under a special clause introduced into the Company’s 
Act, in the interest of the defendant, it appears to have been his 
Honour’s view that the company was equally entitled with the 
landowner to relief by way of specific performance, although the 
possession of their statutory powers of enforcing the completion 
by other means might, in an ordinary case, have a bearing on 
the question of costs. 


Cost-Booxk CompANy—PAaRTIEs. 
Sibley v. Minton, 5 W. R. 675. 

The very anomalous position, in a legal point of view, of 
cost-book companies has frequently given rise to the utmost 
difficulty in dealing with suits relating to such companies. 
Courts of equity generally refuse to take judicial notice of the 
characteristics of the cost-book system (see Fenn’s Case, 4 De 
G. Mae. & Gor. 285; and Hawkins’ Case, 4 W. R. 224); and 
whenever it is attempted to be explained in the pleadings or at 
the bar, it is sure to receive the most contradictory interpreta- 
tions, according to the exigencies of the case. In the majority 
of instances, where companies upon the cost-book principle are 
started out of the jurisdiction of the Stannaries Court, the 
real object of the promoters is to avoid the restrictive pro- 
visions of the Joint-Stock Companies Act, or rather to per- 
suade the public that they do so, and to create a species 
of transferable scrip, which may pass from hand to hand 
without registration. But if there be any peculiarity of the 
proper cost-book system which is more definite, and, in Corn- 
wall at all events, more general than another, it is the re- 
gistration of all the co-adventurers or shareholders and their 
transferees. Without such registration it is evident that the 
position of the adventurers both inter se and as regards cre- 
ditors, must be still more complicated and embarrassing than 
it need otherwise be, especially where the company is be- 
yond the jurisdiction of the Vice-Warden of the Stannaries. 
If the names of all the persons liable to one another and to the 
public may be known by looking at the cost-book, it will be 
much easier to ascertain the rights of all parties, than it can be 
in the case of a company where the shareholders are unknown, 
and there exists no means of discovering who they are. Sibley 
v. Minton decides, that, in certain cases, cost-book companies 
are to be regarded merely as ordinary partnerships; so that 
even if they succeed in avoiding some of the restrictions im- 
posed by statute upon joint-stock companies, they pay a corre- 
sponding penalty in being exposed to all the inconveniences, for 
the purpose of relieving companies from which the Joint-Stock 
Companies Act (7 & 8 Vict. c. 110) was passed. In the 
present case, the bill was filed by a shareholder in a cost-book 
mining company, to restrain the company, its committee, and 
also a creditor of the company, from proceeding at law against 
the plaintiff in equity. It appeared that an action was brought, 
at the instance of the committee, against the plaintiff in equity, 
who was the holder of shares in the company, upon which he had 
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not paid up all the calls. The shareholders in the company 
were about 1,000 in number, and were, as were also the com- 
mittee, a continually fluctuating body; and the defendants in 
this suit were three persons who constituted the committee 
of management when the request was made to the creditor (the 
other defendant) to proceed against the plaintiff, It was ob- 
jected, that the committee did not represent the company for 
‘the purpose of the suit, the company being a mere partnership, 
‘and the plaintiff not suing on behalf of himself and of all the 
other shareholders. The bill also prayed that the plaintiff's 
liability might be ascertained, and for an account. Kindersley, 
V. C., in his judgment, treated the company as a monster part- 
nership, and, therefore—an account, in which all the partners 
were interested, being necessary—he held that all the partners 
must be parties to the suit. It is impossible to see how, upon 
the established principles of the Court, his Honour could have 
decided otherwise; and yet there could hardly be a more striking 
illustration of the very unsatisfactory character of the legal 
status of cost-book companies, when they come before our ordi- 
nary tribunals. It would, of course, be utterly impracticable 
to conduct a suit, and enforce an equity, against a thousand in- 
dividual defendants, whose rights as against the plaintiff, and 
liabilities to him and to one another, might possibly vary in 
each particular case; and, supposing all the different equities 
declared by the decree, it would be simply ridiculous to attempt 
taking an account of the partnership dealings as between the 
plaintiff and the thousand defendants, his co-adventurers. This 
decision is another illustration of the embarrassment arising 
from attempts to apply the cost-book principle to companies 
that ought properly to be constituted in the ordinary manner, 
under the Joint-Stock Companies Acts. 


SPEcIFIC PERFORMANCE—ENTIRETY OF CONTRACT—DIFFER- 
ENCE, AS TO ENFORCEMENT, BETWEEN NEGATIVE AND PosiI- 
TIVE AGREEMENT. 

Stocker v. Wedderburne, 5 W. R. 671. 


In this case, a very interesting question on the doctrine of 
the Court as to specific performance was raised by demurrer to 
the plaintiff’s bill. There was an agreement between the 
plaintiff and the defendants to form a company for the purpose 
of working certain patents belonging to the plaintiff, which he 
.was to assign to{the company; in consideration of which certain 
sums of money, and other benefits, were to be secured to the 
plaintiff, he engaging to render particular services, and to de- 
vote his time and labour to the company. The suit was for the 
specific performance of this agreement. Wood, V. C., allowed 
the demurrer, upon the ground that the agreement constituted 
one entire contract, as to the plaintiff's part of which the Court 
could not enforce the specific performance, and therefore that he 
was not entitled to enforce what he could not himself be com- 
pelled to observe. His Honour considered that the Court had no 
power of making the plaintiff perform that part of the agree- 
‘ment which related to his future services; and that upon breach 
the defendants.would be left to sue him at law upon the cove- 
nant. The case of a party entitled to the benefit of a negative 
covenant coming for an injunction is thus noticed in the judg- 
ment :—‘ The terms on which the Court granted such an in- 
junction were, that the party seeking it should act up to and 
perform his part of the agreement; and if it was shown that he 
had failed to do so, the Court always had the power of dissolving 
the injunction, and thus doing complete justice between the 
parties,” 

—_—_—____-——- 


Cases at Common Law specially Enteresting to 
Attorneys. 





Action ror A ToRT COMMITTED BY ONE MAN UNDER 
Direcrion oF ANOTHER—RULE OF LAW AS TO, 


Pidgeon v. Legge, 5 W. R., Exch., 649. 


It is a general rule of law that a person may be guilty of a 
tort (or wrong independent of contract) by authorising or causing 
it to be done by another. And it is another rule, that a master 
is generally liable for a tort committed by his servant acting 
in the execution of his orders: the latter rule, indeed, being 
identical with the former in cases in which the relationship of 
master and servant exists between the defendant in the action 
and the person actually doing the wrong. The difficulty of ap- 
plying these rules under particular circumstances gives rise to 

:.much litigation; the question to be solved usually being, whether 
ihe who did the tortious act, complained of was, in contemplation 
‘af law, “ acting in the execution of the orders” of the defendant ? 





If he was so acting, then the case falls within the major propo- 
sition above referred to—the defendant authorised or caused the 
act to be done—and this, whether the general relationship of 
master and servant existed between him and the person actually 
doing it or not. If he was not so acting, then (though such 
relationship may have existed) the defendant is not liable. As 
an illustration of the state of facts first supposed, may be 
instanced the case of one who directs the sheriff to take a wrong 
party in execution (see Jarmain v. Hooper, 6 Man. & Gr. 827), 
or of a coachman, who, in order to extricate his master’s 
carriage from a crowd, strikes and injures a byestander (Croft 
v. Alison, 4 Barn. & A. 590). As an illustration of the state 
of facts secondly supposed, the case of Pidgeon v. Legge, above 
noticed, may serve as an example. In this case the defendant 
kept an inn, and the plaintiff, a chimney-sweeper, being in the 
house in a dirty condition, and refusing to leave the premises, 
was, at the request of the defendant, forcibly turned out by the 
police. In the course of his ejection he offered resistance, and a 
struggle ensued, in which his leg was broken. It was held by 
the Court that a master is not responsible for the acts of his 
servants committed in excess of his orders; that in this case the 
defendant’s direction to the police to turn the plaintiff out was 
justifiable, and that it could not be held, that, in giving such 
direction, he had either authorised or caused the violence of 
which the plaintiff complained. The rule of law was further 
illustrated by Bramwell, B., thus :—‘ Suppose a master tells his 
servant to turn a boy off the wall of his garden, and the 
servant is aggravated, and, while the master looks on, he gives 
the boy a box on the ear, it is clear the master would not be 
answerable for that ; so neither is the defendant answerable for 
the violence used by the policeman when exasperated by the 
resistance of the plaintiff.” 

The above distinctions suppose, of course, the act ordered to 
be a lawful one. If it were unlawful, then the person ordering 
it to be done would be liable not only for the misconduct of 
those whom he employs, but—if these subcontract—of all con- 
cerned in the actual commission of the injury (see Knight v. 
Fox, 5 Exch. 721). It is also to be noted, that an act com- 
plained of may have been done in the execution of the orders of 
the defendant so as to make him liable, if it was committed in the 
course of negligently executing such orders, and not (as in the 
case above noticed) in excess of them. Accordingly, it was 
said by the Court, in the above case, that the defendant would 
probably have been liable, if the police, in carrying the plaintiff 
out, had negligently knocked his head against the door-post. 


ABusE oF County Court PRocEss. 
Reg. v. Evans, 5 W. R., C. C. R., 652. 


The subject involved in this case is a very important one; 
it being most necessary to guard against the county courts 
being made the means of extorting money from the poorer and 
illiterate classes of the people, either by directly forging the 
process of the court, or by collecting debts, &ec., as if in virtue 
of its authority. It appears that Evans sent to one J. R., who 
owed him some money, a letter or application headed with the 
Royal arms, and the letters ‘““V. R.,” to the effect, that, unless 
he paid him his debt, proceedings would be taken in the county 
court to recover the same; and that such letter concluded, 
“ Frederick Mugliston, clerk to the court, instructed by J. 
Evans ;” and that afterwards (on the sum owed being paid) he 
further demanded from the wife of J. R. certain money which 
he alleged to be due as county court expenses. The prisoner 
was convicted, and sentenced to imprisonment, with hard 
labour, for two months; but it was now contended that no 
offence had been committed under 9 & 10 Vict. c. 95, s. 57 (the 
provision under which the proceedings had been taken), by 
which it is felony to forge the seal or any process of the court ; 
or knowingly to serve or enforce any such forged process ; or to 
deliver, or cause to be delivered, any paper falsely purporting to 
be a copy of a summons or other process of the court; or to act, 
or profess to act, under any false colour or pretence of the process 
of the court. It was under the last branch of this provision that 
the conviction in the above case was ultimately affirmed, with the 
disapproval only of Mr. Baron Bramwell. It was held that the 
prisoner had clearly pretended to act under the process of the 
county court, such his intention being conclusively established 
by his subsequent demand of “county court expenses.” On 
the other hand, it was argued, that the mere sending of the 
above application by itself was not acting under colour of 
process, or within the meaning of the statutable offence. And 
Mr. Baron Bramwell retained his opinion, that such offence 
could only be committed by acting, by a false colour and pre- 
tence, under a genuine document. 
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ArrorNeY—LiEn ror Costs—PuRCHASE OF CAUSE OF 
Action. 
Smith v. Selwyn, 5 W. R., Q. B., 682. 

It may be remembered that some time ago* a case came before 
the Court of Queen’s Bench, in which notice was incidentally 
taken of the rule that an attorney cannot pendente lite purchase 
from his client the cause of action, and in which it was laid 
down that the right of setting off one judgment against 
another is one which may be subject to prior rights, as, for 
example, to the lien of the attorney for his costs. In the 
above case a rule was moved for calling on the defendant to 
show cause why a judgment obtained against him for £78 
should not be set-off against part of a sum of £152, directed 
by a judge’s order (which had been made arule of court) to 
be refunded by the plaintiff to the defendant. The order 
above referred to had been made to set aside a judgment for 
that amount, which the plaintiff had previously obtained 
against the defendant, and for which he had taken out exe- 
cution. The substantial answer to this application was, that 
the £152 had been, after the order had issued, but before it 
was made a rule of court, assigned by the defendant to his 
attorneys; but it was contended, on the authority of Simpson v. 
Lamb, above referred to, that validity to such assignment 
should not be given, because it was made while the proceedings 
in the action might still be regarded as pending, inasmuch as the 
costs had to be taxed and the judge’s order to be made a rule of 
court. The Court, however, distinguished the two cases; and 
they said, that, in fact, the suit was not pending when the 
assignment was made; for “though there may be an appeal to 
set aside a judge’s order, yet so long as it stands it settles the 
rights of the parties.” Mr. Justice Crompton remarked, “It 
might as well be argued that a debt could not be assigned after 
final judgment.” 


ArTICLED CLERK—ForM OF RULE FOR ALLOWING ARTICLES 
TO BE INROLLED, AND SERVICE TO BE COMPUTED FROM 
THEIR DATE. 

Ex parte Lewis Hand, 5 W. R., B. C., 687. 

This was a motion for a rule, that, in the case of the appli- 
cant, ‘‘ service be computed from the date of the articles, Feb. 25, 
1852; and that the articles of Jan. 19, 1854 be vacated; and 
that the first-named articles, being properly stamped, be inrolled.” 
As the application was successful, and as the form of the rule 
may be useful, we give it ipsissimis verbis. It was made under 
the statute to which we have often referred (19 & 20 Vict. c. 81), 
allowing articles to be stamped after six months upon certain 
terms, by the permission of the Treasury. And it was shown 
by the affidavits that the applicant had been unaware of the 
omission of his master to stamp his articles until the six months 
after their date had expired. It appears from this, and several 
other cases, to be an inflexible rule that the affidavits in these 
applications must contain allegations showing that there was no 
neglect of the clerk, or knowledge in him of the omission in 
time to rectify it within the six months; and, therefore, it is 
to be hoped that they will not for the future be attempted 
unless the facts of the case will admit of such statements being 
made. On the other hand, the Courts seem not to be influenced 
adversely by any negligence or ignorance of the master, how- 
ever culpable. Thus, on the same day as that in which they 
disposed of the case of Mr. Hand, they acceded to another ap- 
plication of the same kind, in which it appeared that neither 
the applicant nor his master knew of the existence of the 
statute requiring the articles to be inrolled within six months 
from their date. 

—--——_~<>—---- aa 


Professional Intelligence. 


IncorPoRATED LAW Society. 

The Annual General Meeting of the Members of the Incor- 
porated Law Society took place on the 23rd instant, at their 
hall in Chancery-lane: Edward White, Esq., the President, in 
the chair. 

The following gentlemen, who went out of office in rotation, 
were re-elected :— 

Benjamin Austen. 
Keith Barnes. 
John Coverdale. 





Edward Rowland Pickering. 
William Stephens. 
John James Joseph Sudlow. 

James Leman. William Williams. 

William Henry Palmer. John Young. 

In lieu of the late Mr. Bryan Holme (who was the first pro- 

moter of the institution), Mr. John Hope Shaw, of Leeds, was 
elected a member of the Council. 


* See Simpson and Another vy. Lamb, ante p. 130. 








Mr. Edward Leigh Pemberton was elected President, and Mr, 
John Young, Vice-President, of the Society. 

The auditors elected for the ensuing year are—Charles John 
Bloxam, Henry Charles Chilton, and Robert Manley Lowe. 

The Annual Report of the Council was then read by the 
Secretary ; and a resolution was passed, that it be received, ap- 
proved, and entered on the minutes; and that such parts of it 
as the Council think fit be printed and circulated amongst the 
members. The following are the subjects comprised in the 
Report :— 

1. The alterations effected in the Law and Practice. 

2. The new Bills in Parliament. 

8. The proposed practical improvements in the administration 
of justice. 

4, Professional usages in conveyancing practice. 

5. The remuneration of solicitors with reference to the recent 
Order sin Chancery. 

6. The concentration of the Courts and Offices in the vicinity 
of the Inns of Court. 

7. The proposed extension of legal education and examina- 
tion. 

8. Malpractice cases and encroachments on professional rights 
and privileges. 

9. The registration of attorneys, re-admissions, and the re- 
newal of certificates. 

10. The affairs of the Society; the state of its funds; the 
sale of land not required for the purposes of the Society; the 
new building; the library; lectures; new members, &c. 

The Report stated that 78 new members had joined the 
Society, making the present number 1,600; of whom 1,273 
are town, and 327 country, members. The Council expressed 
their opinion that it would be advantageous that a limited 
number of members of the Society, resident and practising in 
the country, should be members of the Council. 

The Auditors’ Report, signed by Mr. Few, jun., Mr. Beau- 
mont, and Mr. Lowe, was then read and approved by the meet- 
ing. It appeared that the income of the last year was 
6,662/. 11s. 2d., and the payments 5,348/. 3s. 8d., leaving a 
surplus of 1,314/. 7s. 6d. 

The best thanks of the meeting were presented to Mr. White, 
the President, for his able superintendence of, and zealous and 
constant attention to, the various affairs of the Society, and the 
important interests of the Profession. Thanks were also voted 
to the Vice-President and Council for their valuable exertions 
during the past year. 


> 
> 


Correspondence, 


DUBLIN.—(From our own Correspondent.) 
PREROGATIVE Court—UNDUE INFLUENCE (Wheeler v. Gore). 


In Wheeler v. Gore—a case in which the validity of a will 
was in dispute—the difficult subject of “ undue influence” came 
again under consideration. The decision of the Right Hon. 
Judge Keatinge, establishing the will, like the great judgment 
recently given by the House of Lords in Rossborough v. Boyse, 
shows the increasing unwillingness of the Courts to set asidea 
will duly made by a testator, in full possession of his reasoning 
powers, on the ground of alleged “‘undue influence ;” or, in 
other words, they allow a sane testator to dispose of his property 
to the person whom he likes best, without regard to the claims 
of his relatives. 

In the present case, it appeared that Mr. R. J. Wilson, the 
testator, who died in 1856, unmarried, had, by a will executed 
with every formality in the presence of respectable witnesses, 
and while the testator was in full enjoyment of his under- 
standing, bequeathed the greater part of his property to the 
promovant, Mrs. Wheeler, whom he described as his “ dear and 
esteemed friend.” The next of kin of the deceased impugned 
this will, on the ground that it was made against the wish and 
intention of the testator; that he was in a very bad state of 
health; that Mrs. Wheeler was in constant attendance upon 
him; that he was unable to dispense with her services; and 
that she induced him to make the bequest by a threat of aban- 
doning him. 

His Lordship, in delivering judgment, detailed the history 
of the parties, and the strong intimacy that existed be 
tween them, and adverted to the fact that the testator was & 
man of good sense and business habits. Several circumstances 
were stated, showing, that, by the testator’s wish, when his 
health was failing, the promovant had given up her house, and 
made great personal sacrifices to attend upon him; for which 
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services he frequently expressed his gratitude, and promised to 
provide for her liberally. It appeared that the will had been 
executed with every legal formality ; and it had not been 
proved that the bequest to Mrs. Wheeler resulted from any fraud 
or duress of any kind or description. He therefore considered 
that it was the duty of the Court to establish the will; each 
party paying her own costs, 


PARLIAMENTARY AND OTHER OATHS. 

The Parliamentary Debates during the past week have been 
to a very great extent occupied by the subject of the oaths to be 
taken by members of the Commons House; and the London 
journals have, in consequence, devoted much of their space to 
the consideration of that apparently all-important topic. Any 
one might suppose that the chief business to be transacted in 
Parliament was oath-taking ; for all projects of law amendment 
seem to fade into insignificance by the side of the mighty 
question so anxiously debated—what is to be sworn by new 
members before they be permitted to take up the position in the 
Legislature assigned to them by their constituents? The 
precious hours and days of a too brief session are thus occupied 
to the exclusion of topics which we venture to consider of in- 
finitely greater importance to the well-being of the State. This 
protracted, and ever-renewed, conflict may reasonably excuse 
some remarks, not on parliamentary oaths only, but on all oaths 
taken on admission to any calling or rank of life. Not only 
are new legislators compelled to swear, but also new barristers, 
new attorneys and solicitors, new officials in many public and 
judicial departments. From observation of what takes place 
on these occasions, we have reason to fear, that, in most in- 
stances, the required form of words is gabbled over and assented 
to with small attention to their import—with an impatient con- 
currence, yielded because it must be done. As stamp duties 
and fees are submitted to as fiscal exactions, as a kind of legalised 
black-mail from which we cannot escape, so swearing is sub- 
mitted to as an infliction, time-honoured, planted in the door- 
way of our new profession—devised by the questionable wisdom 
of our ancestors, to render the admission more select, and to 
render the admitted somewhat more conscientious and scru- 
pulous than they would otherwise be. For some reason or 
other the law is a profession the entrance to which is plenti- 
fully hedged about with oaths. Practitioners in many other 
honourable and scientific professions have no oaths to take; and 
we never heard that they were less zealous or less honourable in 
consequence thereof. That such oaths have become a farce and 
an absurdity is plainly demonstrated by the Indemnity Bill, 
annually passed for the protection against penalties of persons 
who have omitted to comply with the swearing laws. 

Oaths are evidently of two kinds—such as relate to past or 
present transactions, and such as are designed to influence the 
future conduct of the swearer. The first class of oaths are, for 
the purposes of justice, highly useful: solemnising the mind, and 
repressing the imaginative powers of the witness. He knows, 
moreover, that the law has prescribed distinct penalties, to 
which false swearing may render him liable: he, therefore, in 
the witness-box (unless he be a hardened sinner), confines him- 
self to facts, and reserves the exercise of imagination for parlia- 
mentary committees on railway and other bills, where oaths 
are not in vogue, and the use of the long bow is, therefore, 
extensively practised. But as to oaths of office and the like, 
designed to regulate future conduct, we cannot point to one 
benefit arising from their use, or suggest one argument for 
their continuance. Their defenders must admit, that, at the 
best, they resemble mere empty forms. It will not be alleged 
that the legislator is more wise, the statesman more patriotic, 
the barrister more convincing, the attorney more acute, by 
reason of any number of oaths taken and subscribed. It cannot 
be believed that the moral and intellectual qualities are height- 
ened or improved by the act of applying the lips to the well- 
known leathern-bound volume (whose true use is when open, 
not shut) at the conclusion of an usher’s parrot-like recitation ? 
Take the case of a Judge or a Commissioner appointed by the 
Crown to an office of high importance, requiring the exercise of 
large powers of mind, and of still higher moral qualities. The 
selection of such an one should be in itself a sufficient guarantee 
of his fitness; and, unless he possess the requisite qualities, it 
is most improbable that oath-taking would secure any better 
discharge of his duties, To impose any oath in such a case is 
not only superfluous, but objectionable; as implying that 
acceptance of office is not a sufficient pledge that its duties will 
be honourably and properly performed by the acceptor. 

These considerations lead to the conclusion that. all these 
oaths, not judicially required for purposes of testimony, ought to 





be abolished. The oath of allegiance requires a separate men- 
tion. This oath has not merely the negative qualities of some 
others. Under some conceivable circumstances, it might become 
a positive injury and mischief. Enjoying all the benefits of 
a temperate, well-balanced, and efficient form of government, 
it is hardly worth while to speculate on the possible conse- 
quences of a change, of which not the slightest symptom is 
visible, An inquiry into the nature of an oath of allegiance 
would be, therefore, rather curious than useful. In olden times, 
before the principle of hereditary monarchy had been infringed 
upon, an oath of allegiance to the sovereign, his heirs and 
successors, had its use and its significance. But when the Lords 
and Commons (who had, of course, sworn allegiance to King 
James) declared the throne “ vacant,” and elected an individual 
to fill it, the hereditary rule was so far modified as to be vir- 
tually broken through; and the oath of allegiance could not 
thereafter be construed as implying more than a promise of 
submission to the sovereign de facto, so long as he or she 
should continue on the throne. To take a familiar illustration. 

The chairman of a public meeting, while he continues such, is 
entitled to the support and co-operation of all present in the 

maintenance of his authority; the majority of those present 
may, however, claim the right of dispensing with his services, 

and electing a new chairman. A similar right was established 
by those who effected the Revolution of 1688, if we may take 
the opinon of the best modern historians and critics. But, 

though the constitution is essentially changed, the oath con- 

tinues; and the admirers of both must, of necessity, reconcile 
them, by construing the latter into a mere promise of sub- 

mission to the existing Government, until the time when it 
shall be superseded by another. This, we apprehend, can hardly 
be accepted as a fair interpretation of very plain, unqualified 

words; and a full consideration of the subject will, we think, 

lead to the conclusion, that this oath ought to be abolished, as 

being inconsistent with the spirit of our present constitution— 

as being so worded as to be, by tender consciences, unexplainable 

in the mode above suggested. Our proposition therefore is, that, 

without disturbing any political rights or disabilities—for with 

them this Journal has nothing to do—abundant reason appears 

for doing away with all oaths, except such as are confined to 

the legitimate object of oaths—the verification of testimony. 





LEASES AND SALES OF SETTLED ESTATES ACT. 
To the Editor of Tue Soicrrors’ Journat & Reporter, 
Sir,—Last autumn I consulted Mr. Bacon, Q. C., as to the 

late Leases and Sales of Settled Estates Act, and was advised 

by him that the same strength of case was requisite to found a 

petition to the Court ef Chancery as would formerly have been 

required by Parliament before passing an enabling Act. 

Can any of your readers who have conducted petitions say 
how far this view has been adopted by the Court? Judging 
from the advertisements which have appeared, I should fancy 
not; but no cases have been reported to enable me to deduce 
any principle.—Yours faithfully, Rusticus, 
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A Manual of the Law of Principal and Agent. By Ezexreu 
CHARLES PETGRAVE, Attorney-at-Law. Stevens & Norton. 
1857. 

A qualm of bashfulness seized Mr. Petgrave after the last of 
his sheets had received its final imprimatur, and he had sat down 
at leisure to compose a few prefatory remarks. His fears arose 
(as we learn from those remarks), first, from the consciousness 
that he was an attorney, and not a barrister; and, secondly, 
from the fact that he had ‘“ written the work some years ago, 
having recently made, amidst numerous other engagements, a 
few additions.” Now, with regard to the first source of his ap- 
prehensions, we beg to offer our solemn protest against the ex- 
clusive privilege of the bar it infers to exist. No reason what- 
ever can be suggested why the field of literature should be con- 
fined to the horse-haired branch of the profession. If a man 
knows juridical secrets worth communicating to the public, let 
him by all means deliver himself of them forthwith; whether 
he has acquired the right to practise by eating mutton in Hall, 
and digesting it in the somniferous atmosphere of the lecture- 
room, or by taking part in the actual practice of his profession 
for several years, and undergoing the tolerably severe test of 
proficiency prescribed at the end of such period by the Exa~ 
miners. If any of those whe have passed through this last, 
ordeal become authors, we can promise them, in the columns of 
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this journal at least, an attentive consideration, influenced by no 
feeling except what is excited by the merits or demerits of the 
work itself—an offer, we will take leave to observe, not to be 
slighted in these days of favouritism and puffing. But we 
must not lose sight of Mr. Petgrave. 

We have said that his first ground for apprehension is,in our 
eyes, altogether a mistaken one; but his second-was well 
founded. It is, in truth, a great pity that he did not delay the 
publication of his treatise, till he could find leisure thoroughly 
to revise and settle it according to the existing law. It is, no 
doubt, very hard work to keep oneself au courant the incessant 
changes produced by piece-meal legislation. Nay, to adopt the 
pious ejaculation of Lord Tenterden, “ God forbid that it should 
be imagined that an attorney, or a counsel, or even a judge 
should know all the law!” But still every person who takes 
upon him to expound any particular branch of it to those less 
learned than himself, is bound to take this trouble; at all 
events, with regard to his special subject. And this necessary 
industry Mr. Petgrave has failed to exert. Thus, in the very 
second page of his work, we find the following statement :— 

“The enactment of the Ist section of the 9 Geo. 4, c. 14, is, that no 
acknowledgment or promise by words shall be deemed sufficient evidence 
of a new or continuing contract, unless such acknowledgment or promise 
shall be made in some writing fo be signed by the party chargeable 
thereby. In consequence of these last words, it has been solemnly decided, 
that an acknowledgment signed by an agent on behalf of a debtor is not 
sufficient (Hyde v. Johnson, 2 Bing. N. C. 780)."’ 

Now, it happens, unfortunately, that this blot in the law had 
been hit and remedied by the Legislature, nearly a year be- 
fore the publication of this book, by a statute of which 
we much fear Mr. Petgrave never heard. We mean, of course, 
the Mercantile Law Amendment Act, 1856 (19 & 20 Vict. 
c. 97), by the 13th section of which, (referring to the above 
provision of 9 Geo. 4, among others), it is provided that an ac- 
knowledgment or promise made or contained by or in a writing 
signed by an agent of the party chargeable thereby duly autho- 
rised to make the same, shall have the same effect as if such 
writing had been signed by such party himself. 

Again, in Mr. Petgrave’s statement as to the duties and obli- 
gations of agents employed to receive or deliver goods, we find 
a similar preference for the law of a few years ago to that which 
now swells the statute book. He takes occasion, in reference to 
this topic, to make the following remarks :— 

“Carriers by water generally stipulate in their bills of lading that they 
shall be discharged from liability for losses occasioned by the ‘act of 
God, the king’s enemies, fire, &c.;’ the first two of which exemptions 
they enjoyed at common [sic.], and that from loss by fire under 26 Geo. 3, 
c. 86, 8.2. In their charterparties they also stipulate that they shall be 
protected from various risks. They are further protected by stat. 26 
Geo. 3, c. 86, from making good loss or damage to any gold, silver, 
diamonds, watches, jewels, or precious stones, sustained by any robbery, 
embezzlement, making away or secreting thereof, unless the owner or 
shipper has, at the time of shipping, declared the nature and value 
thereof in writing. 6 Geo. 4, c. 155, s. 53, exempts them from liability 
for damage arising from the want of a duly qualified pilot, unless in- 
curred by their own refusal or neglect to take one on board; and by s, 55, 
from liability for loss incurred through the default or incompetency of a 
licensed pilot. Where their common law liability remains, it is much 
narrowed by the following Acts—viz. 7 Geo. 4, c. 15, which exempts them 
from making good losses incurred by the misconduct of the masters and 
mariners, without their privity, to a greater extent than the value of the 
ship and freight; 26 Geo. 3, c. 86, s. 1, which extends the above enact- 
ment to all cases of loss by robbery by whomsoever committed; and 53 
Geo. 3, c. 159, which extends it to all cases of loss occasioned without their 


default or privity."—P. 57. 

In the above passage, 6 Geo. 4, c. 155, is, by a clerical error, 
put for 6 Geo. 4, c. 125; and 7 Geo. 4, c. 15, for 7 Geo. 2, ¢. 15; 
and—these emendations made—the whole of the five statutes 
mentioned therein were repealed three years ago by 17 & 18 Vict. 
c. 120; while provisions of the same general description were 
substituted in an Act of the same session—viz. ‘‘ The Merchant 
Shipping Act, 1854.” Moreover, in a passage immediately pre- 
ceding that last quoted—while discussing the effect of the 
Carriers Act, 11 Geo. 4 & 1 Will. 4, c. 68—not a word is said 
as to the position of railway, and canal navigation companies, 
considered as common carriers; nor any reference to the Rail- 
way and Canal Traffic Act, 1854, by which they are expressly 
made liable for neglect or default, notwithstanding any notice 
attempting to limit their liability. 

Mr. Petgrave, however, appears (and we have much pleasure 
in recording the fact) to have noted up cases with much more 
industry than he has Acts of Parliament. We could not, in- 
deed, venture to pass a decided judgment on his work, in this 
respect, without more detailed study of its contents than we have 
had an opportunity of making. But the results of an investi- 
gation of a few passages selected at random have been satis- 
factory. Thus, at p. 148, in speaking of the liability of agents 
on contracts in writing, and after remarking on the somewhat 
peculiar footing in this respect of bills and notes, and that an 





agent signing either in his own name without any qualification 
of his liability, will be personally responsible, though he has 
himself no interest in the transaction, Mr. Petgrave thus 
proceeds :— 

“Where a bill was drawn on the cashier of a company on account of 
the company, and the cashier accepted it in his own name, he was held 
personally liable on his acceptance (7homas v. Bishop, 2 Str. 955; and see 
Jenkins v. Morris, 16 Mee. & W. 877). Justice Story expresses his doubts 
whether this principle of the personal liability of the agent was not 
carried too far in this case; but in more recent English decisions the 
principle has been carried quite as far (Story, s. 269, n.; Mare v. Charles, 
25 L. J., Q. B., 119). Thus, where a bill of exchange, purporting to be 
for value received in machinery supplied to the mining company, was ad- 
dressed to the defendant, who accepted the same thus: ‘ Accepted for 
the Company, A. B., Purser;’ it was held that defendant was personally 
liable. Lord Campbell said: ‘This case falls within the principle of 
Thomas v. Bishop, which may have been doubted on the other side of the 
Atlantic, but has always been looked upon as good law here’ (Nicholls v. 
Diamond, 23 L. J., Exch., 1. See also Owen v. Van Uster, 10 C. B. 313; 20 
L. J., C. P., 61). But it was considered, that, on an acceptance by a purser 
of a company, under similar circumstances, the words per proc. relieved 
him from responsibility.” 

The statement here given of the law on this point strikes us 
as being both clear and accurate; and it is fortified with very 
recent authorities, though, by some carelessness in the prepara- 
tion for the press, Nicholls v. Diamond and Mare v. Charles have 
been transposed ; per quod, Lord Campbell is made to sneer at 
the American lawyers as a Baron of the Exchequer, instead of 
as Lord Chief Justice of England. To the decisions noticed by 
Mr. Petgrave, the case of Aggs v. Nicholson (1 H. & N. 165) 
might, moreover, have been added with advantage; but that 
case was only published in October, 1856, and may perhaps be 
excusably ignored by a writer who brought out his book early 
in the following year. 

On the whole, we think the above passage a favourable 
specimen of Mr. Petgrave’s powers; and the rather that it is, 
in the main, original, and not merely abridged from Mr. Justice 
Story: for the tenacity with which our author, as the general 
tule, clings to the skirt of his model, must be occasioned either 
by distrust in his own powers, or from his never having been 
properly instructed in the difference between mewm and tuum, 
It is true, that, in the preface, the obligations under which he 
lies to the American jurist are acknowledged to a certain extent; 
and that it is somewhat difficult to draw the line between 
plagiarism and honest borrowing. Indeed, we do not know 
that Mr. Petgrave has appropriated the result of another man’s 
labour and talent, more than many other writers whose reputa- 
tions have not thereby suffered; nor is it our duty, as caterers 
for the Profession, to be over nice, provided a good treatise is, 
somehow or other, achieved. 

Mr. Petgrave has considerable powers as a legal writer. He 
is terse in his diction, and clear in his statements. He has the 
art of seizing upon the true point of a complicated case, and 
expressing it shortly—often by a single sentence ; and this is a 
power which is by no means common, while it is one which is 
singularly conducive to the production of a valuable law book. 
All these capabilities for his task make us the more regret the 
deficiencies and mistakes which we have felt bound to mention. 
We commend Mr. Petgrave for the way in which he has written 
his work, but we blame him for publishing it without further 
revision, 


~<—> 
> 


Pending Measures of Law Reform. 


LORD ST. LEONARDS’ TRUSTEES RELIEF BILL. 


S. 1. Where a trustee, executor, or administrator acting bond 
Jide has committed a breach of trust, and profit has accrued to 
the parties beneficially interested in the estate in consequence 
of the same, such profit shall be set off against the loss, to 
the relief of such trustee, &c.; but as between or amongst the 
parties beneficially interested the profit and loss shall be distri- 
buted as the justice of the case may require. 

S. 2. Where a trustee, &c., has bond fide made over-payments 
to person entitled for life, if with privity of remainderman, the 
trustee is not to be charged; but where the right of the re- 
mainderman is enforced against the trustee, the person receiving 
the over-payment is to be liable to refund. 

S. 3. <A trustee, &c., making payment under a power of 
attorney is not to be liable by reason of the death of the party 
giving such power, provided that the fact of the death at the 
time of such payment was not known to such trustee, &c. 

S. 4. Where a trustee, &c., shall, in investing a fund, 
have bond jide acted upon the written opinion of one of her 
Majesty’s counsel actually practising at the Chancery bar, given 
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upon a case fairly stated, and shall, before such investment, have 
communicated such opinion to all the adult cestwis que trust 
(whether under coverture or not), and to the guardians, or parents, 
or persons standing in loco parentis of all the infant cestuis que 
trust, and to the committee of the estate of any cestui que trust 
being a lunatic or person of unsound mind, and such adult cestuis 
que trust and other persons shall not have objected to such pro- 
posed investment, though they had a reasonable time allowed 
them for that purpose, such trustee, &c., shall not be liable as 
for a breach of trust in respect of such investment. 

S. 5. If a testator do not direct an act to be done which 
in equity ought to be done, a trustee, &c., is not to be liable for 
breach unless there has been crassa negligentia ; but nothing in the 
Act contained is to exempt a trustee, &c., from payment of in- 
terest on balances in his hands, where he would now be liable to 
payment of such interest. 

8. 6. No trustee, &c., is to be liable for omitting to sue for 
a debt, if there be ground for believing that payment would 
not be obtained. 

8.7. No trustee, &c., is to be liable for omission to sue on 
bond, &c., for money lent in lifetime of testator or intestate, 
unless required so to do by the will, or by the next of kin or 
other persons interested. 

S. 8. Where an executor or administrator, liable as such 
to the rents, covenants, or agreements contained in any 
lease or agreement for a lease granted or assigned to the 
testator or intestate whose estate is being administered, shall 
have satisfied all such liabilities thereunder as may have accrued 
due up to that time, and shall have set apart a sufficient fund to 
answer future claims in respect of any fixed sum agreed by 
the lessee to be laid out on the property, although the period for 
laying out the same may not have arrived, and shall have as- 
signed the lease or agreement for a lease to a purchaser thereof, 
he shall be at liberty to distribute the residuary personal estate 
of the deceased amongst the parties entitled thereto, without 
appropriating any part of the testator’s personal estate to 
meet any future liability ; and the executor or administrator so 
distributing the residuary estate shall not afterwards be liable 
in respect of any subsequent claim under the said lease or agree- 
ment for a lease; but nothing therein contained shall prejudice 
the right of the lessee, or those claiming under him, to follow 
the assets of the deceased into the hands of the person or persons 
amongst whom the said assets may have been distributed. 

S. 9. Where an executor or administrator shall have given 
notice for creditors and others to send in their claims against 
the estate of the testator or intestate, such executor or adminis- 
trator shall, at the expiration of the time named in the notice, 
be at liberty to distribute the assets of the testator or intestate, 
having regard to the claims of which he has then notice, and 
shall not be liable for the assets so distributed to any person of 
whose claim he had no notice at the time of distribution; but 
nothing in the Act contained is to prejudice the right of 
any creditor to follow the assets into the hands of the persons 
who received the same. 

8.10. <A trustee, &., may apply by petition, or by sum- 
mons upon a written statement, to any judge at chambers, 
for his opinion and advice in the management, &c., of 
trust-property ; and the trustee, &c., acting upon the opinion 
given by the judge, from which there is to be no appeal, shall 
be deemed to have discharged his duty as such trustee, &c., in 
the subject-matter of the application ; but this Act is not to in- 
demnify any trustee, &c., from any act done in accordance with 
such opinion, if such trustee, &c., shall have been guilty of any 
fraud, or wilful concealment or misrepresentation in obtaining 
such opinion ; and the costs of such application as aforesaid are 
to be in the discretion of the judge to whom the same 
is made. 

8.11. No breach of trust or duty shall be protected by this 
Act where the trustee, &c., shall, directly or indirectly, derive 
se the act constituting such breach of trust any personal 

nefit. 


MARRIED WOMEN’S REVERSIONARY INTEREST BILL. 


8.1. After the passing of this Act, it shall be lawful 
for every married woman by deed to dispose of every future 
or reversionary interest, whether vested or contingent, of 
such married woman, or her husband in her right, in per- 
sonal estate, as if she were a feme sole; and also to release 
her equity to a settlement out of any personal estate to which 
she, or her husband in her right, may be entitled in possession, 
save that no such disposition or release shall be valid unless the 
husband concur in the deed by which the same shall be effected, 
nor unless the deed be acknowledged by her as after directed. . 





8.2. Deeds are to be acknowledged by married women 
in the manner required by the Fines and Recoveries Act for dis- 
posing of interests in land. 

8. 3. The powers of disposition given by this Act are not to 
interfere with any other powers which, independently of this 
Act, may be vested in, or limited or reserved to a married 
woman. 

S. 4. The powers of disposition hereby given to a married 
woman shall not enable her to dispose of any interest in per- 
sonal estate which may have been settled upon her by any 
settlement or agreement for a settlement made on the occasion 
of her marriage. 

8. 5. This Act not to extend to Scotland. 





WILLS OF BRITISH SUBJECTS ABROAD BILL. 

8.1. Wills of British subjects, made according to the law 
of England, are to be valid, although such subjects may have 
been resident or domiciled abroad. 

8. 2. Administration of the goods of British subjects dying 
intestate is to be granted to the persons entitled to the same 
by the law of England, notwithstanding such subjects shall, 
at the time of their deaths or at any other time, be or have 
been resident or domiciled elsewhere than in England, in like 
manner as if such subjects had died domiciled in England. 

S. 3. This Act is not to apply to any will or administration 
of any person who shall be dead at the time of the passing 
thereof. 

S. 4. Act not to apply to Scotland. 





GRAND JURIES (METROPOLITAN POLICE DISTRICT) 
BILL 


S. 1. The attendance of a Grand Jury shall not be re- 
quired at the Central Criminal Court, or at any of the General 
or Quarter Sessions within the Metropolitan Police District. 

S. 2. No charge is to be tried at the Central Criminal 
Court, &c., unless previously investigated before a justice; and 
the officer of the Court is to prepare an information describing 
the offence as fully as in an indictment ; and every information 
so filed shall be in lieu of an indictment found by a Grand Jury. 

8. 3. The Attorney-General may direct an information to be 
filed, whether the charge has been previously investigated or not. 

8. 4. Nothing hereinbefore contained shall apply to any 
charge of treason or misprision of treason; but in such cases 
a special commission shall issue, and all proceedings thereon 
shall be taken as if this Act had not been passed. 

8. 5. This Act is not to apply to the procedure for the trial 
of any person against whom a verdict has been found of 
murder or manslaughter upon a coroner’s inquisition. 





CHARITABLE USES BILL. 

The preamble recites the 9 Geo. 2, c. 36, and 9 Geo. 4, c. 85, 
and that doubts had arisen whether under the former it was pos- 
sible to make valid assurance for charitable uses of heredita- 
ments of copyhold tenure. 

8.1. No past or future deed or assurance for charitable 
uses of any hereditaments of any tenure whatsoever, or 
of any estate or interest therein upon valuable con- 
sideration, is to be void within the meaning of the 
first-recited Act, if such deed is made to take effect in possession 
immediately from the making thereof, and without any power 
of revocation, and has been at any time prior to the passing of 
this Act, or shall be within twelve months after the passing of 
this Act, or within siz months after the making such deed, in- 
rolled in Chancery. 

8.2. No past deed, &c., for charitable uses of any 
hereditaments of any tenure whatsoever, or of any estate 
or interest therein, not upon valuable consideration, is to 
be void by reason of not being indented, or of non-compliance 
with the formalities in 9 Geo. 2, c. 36, or of specified stipula- 
tions for the donor’s benefit, or (as to copyholds) for want of 
deed, if deed, &c., be inrolled, as provided in s. 1. 

S. 3. No future deed, &c., for charitable uses of any heredita- 
ments, &c., not upon valuable consideration, is to be void by 
reason of not being indented, or of specified stipulations for 
donor’s benefit, or (as to copyholds) for want of deed. 

8.4. Where charitable uses of any past deed not inrolled 
are declared by any other deed, &c., the inrolment of such other 
deed is tu be sufticient; but if neither of such deeds has been 
inrolled, then it shall not be necessary for the purposes of the 
first-recited Act or of this Act to inrol such deed; but every 
such deed shall nevertheless be yoid unless such other deed 
shall within twelve months be inroiled. 

8. 5. Where charitable uses of any future deed shall be 
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declared by any other deed, the inrolment of such other deed 
within siz months is to be requisite. 

S. 6. Nothing in this Act is to render void any deed 
already valid by virtue of the 9 Geo. 4, c. 85; or to give 
effect to any deed already avoided at law or in equity, or 
to affect any suit at law or in equity actually commenced for 
avoiding such deed; and no deed, &c., thirty years old, nor as 
to which it shall be proved to the clerk of inrolments that the 
acknowledgment thereof by the grantor of the lands or here- 
ditaments to which the same relates cannot be obtained within 
twelve months after the passing of this Act, shall, for the pur- 
poses of the first-recited Act or of this Act, require acknowledg- 
ment prior to inrolment. 

S. 7. Hereditaments conveyed to trustees for charitable uses 
are to vest in the successors of original trustees duly appointed. 

8. 8. Payments in lieu of fines, &c., as to copyholds, and 
(s. 9) for purposes of enfranchisement, are to have the same 
force as admittance. 

8. 10. Nothing in the last three preceding sections of this 
Act is to extend to any property subject to the provisions of 
the 13 & 14 Vict. c. 28, ‘To render more simple and effectual 
the titles by which congregations or societies for purposes of 
religious worship or education in England and Ireland hold 
property for such purposes.” 

$.11. This Act is not to extend to Scotland or Ireland, 
nor to prejudice the two Universities, or the Colleges of Eton, 
Winchester, or Westminster. 





LEASES AND SALES OF SETTLED ESTATES ACT 
AMENDMENT BILL. 

S.1. The 20th and 21st ss. of the 19 & 20 Vict. c. 120, 
are hereby repealed.* 

8.2. The 26th sect. of the said Act shall stand as follows:— 
The Court shall be at liberty to exercise any of the powers 
conferred on it by this Act, whether the Court shall have 
already exercised any of the powers conferred by this Act in 
respect of the same property or not; but no such powers shall 
be exercised if an express declaration that they shall not be 
exercised shall be contained in the settlement; and the cireum- 
stance of the settlement containing powers to effect similar pur- 
poses shall not preclude the Court from exercising any of the 
powers conferred by this Act, if it shall think that the powers 
contained in the settlement ought to be extended. 


’ Py or pace: 
Parliamentary Proceedings, 
HOUSE OF LORDS. 

Friday, June 19. 


TRANSPORTATION AND PENAL SERVITUDE BILL. 

This Bill was read a third time, and passed. 

Monday, June 22. 
Srature Law Commission. 

The Lorp CHANCELLOR said, he had to call the attention of 
their Lordships to a subject of very great importance. He would 
conclude the observations he had to make by asking their Lord- 
ships to give a first reading to eight Bills, the object of each of 
which was the consolidation into a single statute of the whole of 
the law relating to important portions of the criminal law. 
Those Bills had been prepared by the members of the Commis- 
sion appointed in 1854 for the purpose of considering the ex- 
pediency and possibility of consolidating the statute law of this 
country—a subject that had at all times occupied the attention 
of lawyers. The first point which the Commission took into 
consideration was the different modes by which the object they 
had in view might be attained ; and finally they came to the 
conclusion that it was better far to attempt to do something than 
to speculate on what might be the best manner of curing the 
evil. The difficulties which they had to encounter were enor- 
mous. It was suggested, that they should at once proceed to 
systematise and consolidate some portion of the law. That 
appeared plausible, and no doubt was the correct mode of 
framing a code of laws; but then the duty laid on the Commis- 
sion was not to frame a code of laws, but to consolidate the law 
as it now existed. After various discussions, and having 
attempted, in the first instance, to take up what were called 
groups of statutes, and made some progress in that work, they 





* $. 20 of the 19 & 20 Vict. c. 120, enacts that notice of applications 
to the Court under the Act is to be inserted in such newspapers as the 
Court directs, and that persons may apply for leave to oppose or support 
applications. S. 21 enacts that the Court shall not be at liberty to 
grant applications where it had previously been rejected by Parliament. 





é 
found that it would not do, and that the only way to make any 
impression on the statute-book was to take different subjects, 
and consolidate all the laws relating to each of those subjects, 
This was not only attended with great difficulty, but with 
great danger; for it was impossible to be sure that every sta- 
tute, or part of a statute, relating to a subject could be found 
and consolidated, and that some would not remain undis- 
covered, and therefore unconsolidated. In order, therefore, to 
proceed with certainty, the Commission employed some gentlemen 
of great information and research to commence a registration of 
the statutes, beginning with the statutes of the previous year, 
These gentlemen went to work, marking every enactment and 
every section, and every previous enactment to which any 
section referred, either in the way of repeal or modification, 
This implied great labour; but he was satisfied, that, if the 
Statute Law Commission did nothing else but complete this 
work, they would do something that was extremely valuable; 
for without such a process it would be impossible to make any 
progress in the consolidation of the law. The Commission 
had the assistance of a very learned member of the bar, Mr. 
Coulson, and they proceeded to divide the statutes into classes, 
ranged according to the extent of their operation; those 
relating to the united kingdom being placed in one class, those 
applying to England alone in another; and so on, making in 
all thirteen classes. In that operation they had not proceeded 
beyond her Majesty’s reign; but of the Acts passed during the 
last twenty years it was found that one-third did not apply to 
what might properly be called the law of the country, such as 
the Appropriation Acts, and all Acts the force of which ex- 
pired after a limited period. Taking out those statutes, the 
Commissioners proceeded to ascertain how many of the re- 
mainder applied to the United Kingdom. They found that only 
one-third so applied ; and therefore three-fourths of the statutes 
which had been passed during the twenty years of her Majesty's 
reign could form no portion of the statute law book, if that book 
were to consist merely of laws which regulated the conduct of 
her Majesty’s lieges. It might be said, that, the examination 
not having been concluded, no consolidation could be made, 
The Commissioners had considered that point, and had come to 
the conclusion, that, upon some subjects of a popular nature, of 
which consolidation would be eminently useful, it would be 
undesirable to postpone action, merely because some prior enact- 
ments might possibly be overlooked. They had, therefore, 
selected a number of subjects, and among others the criminal 
law, bearing in mind a recommendation of a committee of their 
Lordships’ House in 1854, that the formation of a criminal code 
should be postponed, but that a consolidation should be 
effected. Besides the criminal law, they selected several other 
subjects in which they considered consolidation could be made 
tolerably perfect, depending as they did upon recent statutes— 
such as the laws relating to bills of exchange, to patents, to 
ecclesiastical leases, savings banks, &e. In all, they had 
consolidated sixty-five statutes, besides nine others which were 
now in the hands of the gentlemen who assisted the Com- 
mission. It must be understood, that, although the Commission 
employed the best skilled draftsmen they could find, yet they 
had not asked Parliament to sanction any Bills which had 
not been gone through with the utmost care by those mem- 
bers of the Commission best qualified to judge of their 
merits. The Bills relating to the criminal law had been gone 
through by the noble and learned lord at the table (Lord 
Campbell), by the late Chief Justice of the Common Pleas, by 
a gentleman who was of the utmost assistance to the Commis- 
sion, Mr. Greaves, and by Sir F. Kelly. These Bills he laid 
upon the table at the close of the last session; but in the 
interval, before re-introducing them this session, it occurred to 
him that improvements might be made in them. They had 
been framed to include all indictable offences; but some offences 
became indictable after one or two previous summary convic- 
tions, and he thought it would be better to alter the shape of 
the Bills, and make them relate to offences whether indictable 
or punishable by some other modes. He had gone through 
these Bills with Mr. Greaves, and he now asked their Lordships 
to read them a first time. They did not include all the subjects 
embraced in the Bills of last year, some of which he thought 
could be deferred without much inconvenience, especially cri- 
minal procedure, which ought not to be dealt with pending the 
inquiries now being made by the Government in consequence of 
an address presented last session to her Majesty by the House 
of Commons upon the subject of the department of criminal 
justice. They had also postponed dealing with the subject of 
treason and offences against the State, which were not of a 
pressing nature. The eight Bills which he now asked th 
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House to read a first time related to larceny (including burglary), 
offences against the person, malicious injuries to property, forgery, 
offences relating to the coinage, the game laws—which, although 
relating to a species of larceny, it had been thought best to deal 
with in a separate Bill—libel, and the laws relating to accessories 
to offences. These Bills were not mere consolidations, as the Com- 
missioners had not felt themselves justified in overlooking the de- 
cision of the House in 1854, that in any Bills which might be pre- 
pared, it was desirable that the amendments which had been sug- 
gested by the Criminal Law Commissioners, and which had met 
with universal approval, should be embodied. Those alterations, 
he thought, would lead to no difference of opinion. There 
were several other Bills quite ready to be laid before Par- 
liament, but he thought it would be more convenient that 
they should be introduced in the other House. He 
thought he ought to tell their Lordships further, that, 
in proceeding with their work, the Commissioners had 
come to several conclusions which did not occur to them 
at first. There were many ancient statutes, for example, 
which could not, and ought not, to be consolidated— 
for instance, Magna Charta, the Act Quia Emptores, and other 
old statutes of the same class, which formed the basis, rather 
than the superstructure, of the statute law. There were also a 
number of statutes expressed in such curious language, and 
framed in so different a style from that of modern times, that 
if the Commissioners were simply to consolidate them, retain- 
ing, as much as possible, the old language, they would produce 
a piece of patchwork which it would not be creditable to lay 
before Parliament. One of the subjects to which that observa- 
tion applied was the law relating to landlord and tenant (upon 
which a Bill had been prepared with singular care and skill), 
in reference to Which there had been enactments from the time 
of the Plantaganets down to the reign of Queen Victoria. 
There were a great number of other statutes, which, though 
comparatively modern, had yet been amended by one or two 
subsequent Acts; for example, in 1838 was passed an Act re- 
gulating the mode of framing, and in some respects of construing, 
wills ; but, in consequence of some difficulties which arose in 
carrying it into operation a few years afterwards, an amending 
Bill was introduced and carried through Parliament; and the 
Commissioners came to the conclusion, that it would be absurd 
pedantry to consolidate such modern statutes, thinking it better 
that the original statute and the subsequent Act amending it 
should be taken together. So with respect to the statute 
abolishing fines and recoveries. Again, there were a number of 
statutes which could not be repealed, and which it would be 
equally absurd to consolidate; for instance, before the passing 
of the Wills Act in 1838, there was a law of Charles II. which 
regulated, up to that time, the formalities necessary with re- 
spect to wills. That law must still remain in force with regard 
to all wills made before 1838, but it would be hardly worth 
while to consolidate it. So with respect to the Tithe Commuta- 
tion Act, which was fast working itself out. There were other 
statutes in the same position; but after all deductions there still 
remained a very great number of subjects which the Commis- 
sioners had no difficulty in dealing with, and with which they 
were determined to proceed until their labours were concluded. 
It had been said that the Commissioners had done nothing at 
all. If it was meant that they had introduced no Bills which 
had become law, the statement was perfectly true. They could 
not possibly have done so. The difficulties had been great, but 
he trusted that they had now found their way to do good ser- 
vice; and if their Lordships would render their assistance in 
laying before the public that which would, at all events, be a 
useful specimen of the labours of the Commissioners, he was in 
hopes, that, in the course of a few years, they might be able to 
reduce the forty or fifty volumes of statutes now in existence to 
two or three. The noble and learned Lord concluded by moving 
the first reading of his eight Bills. 

Lord BrovuGuam entirely approved the course which had 
been taken by his noble and learned friend. Great misrepre- 
sentations had been made with respect to the Statute Law 
Commission, and he was glad that his noble and learned friend 
had described exactly what the Commissioners had done, and 
how far their labours of consolidation had proceeded. The 
statement of the noble and learned Lord as to the value of 
the services of the Commissioners was by no means exagge- 
rated; and if he were asked to mention one or two of the 
Commissioners who were more especially entitled to the thanks 
of the country, he would mention the names of Mr. Bellenden 
Ker, Mr. Coulson, and Sir Fitzroy Kelly. 

Lord Camppett said he was sure their Lordships would 
willingly give these Bills a first reading. Bnt he hoped the 





noble and learned Lord would be contented with that during 
the present session, because it was desirable to see the work 
of consolidation as a whole, and to detect inaccuracies which, 
even with the utmost care, might still be discovered. He had 
never doubted that the whole statute law might be consolidated; 
but such statutes as that of the reign of Edward III. with 
regard to treason, ought to be given ipsissimis verbis in which 
they were originally enacted. 

The Bills were then read a first time. 

Tuesday, June 23. 
VeEXxATious Svurrs. 

Lord BrouGcHam obtained leave to introduce a Bill similar 
to that which he had introduced in the last and preceding session, 
to prevent vexatious litigation. 

The Bill was read a first time. 


Joint-Stock Companies Act AMENDMENT BILL. 


On the motion of Lord Stantey of ALDERLEY, this Bill was 
read a second time. 


Divorce AND MatrimontiaAL Causes Bit. 

On the motion of the Lorp CHANCELLOR, this Bill was read 
a third time. 

On the question that the Bill do pass, 

Lord REDESDALE moved an amendment upon clause 3, to 
take from the new Court the power of granting divorce @ vin- 
culo: which was negatived by a majority of 57. 

The Earl of DonouGHMorE then moved an amendment, the 
effect of which was that a wife might obtain a divorce a vinculo, 
even if the adultery of which she accused her husband had not 
been incestuous. 

Lord CAMPBELL opposed the amendment, on the ground that 
it was not expedient that divorce should be granted upon the 
suit of the wife unless the conduct of her husband had been 
such as to render cohabitation impossible. The first instance 
in which a divorce @ vinculo had been granted upon the prayer 
of the wife was in the time of Lord Thurlow, where a divorce 
had been granted upon that ground. 

The amendment was negatived without a division. 

Lord LynpxHuRst proposed an amendment, the effect of 
which was to enable a woman to obtain a divorce if she had 
been deserted by her husband for more than five years without 
reasonable cause. 

The amendment was negatived without a division. 

The Lorp CHANCELLOR then moved, in the absence of Lord 
St. Leonards, to strike out from the Bill the words “fine or 
imprisonment,” the effect of which was to remove all power of 
imprisonment of either party, but to enable the Court to impose 
a fine on the adulterer, or to make him pay costs. In most 
cases a husband would not care to obtain a divorce, if he thought 
that by so doing he would subject his wife to imprisonment ; 
and as to imposing a fine upon her, that was at once nugatory. 

The Bishop of Oxrorp considered that the words proposed 
to be struck out formed the greatest security for purity of life 
among the lower orders. 

Their Lordships then divided, when the amendment was 
carried by a majority of 20. 

Earl Netson* moved an amendment upon the 54th clause, 
providing that in case of the remarriage of divorced persons 
such marriage should take place in the office of the registrar, 
or in some building registered under the Marriage and Registra- 
tion Act, and according to the form and provisions of that Act. 
The object of this amendment was to provide, that, as this 
matter had been argued on purely civil grounds, so the remar- 
riage, if it took place, should be only a civil marriage, and that 
clergymen should be relieved from the performance of such 
marriages. 

The Lord CHANCELLOR opposed the amendment, on the 
ground that parties when divorced should be placed in the same 
position as unmarried persons, and were, therefore, entitled to 
be married in the same manner as her Majesty’s other subjects. 

Their Lordships divided, when the amendment was lost by a 
majority of 28. 

The Bishop of Exerer moved that a proviso be added to 
Clause 54, to deprive the implicated parties of the power of 
having their marriage celebrated by the Church, and, conse- 
quently, of the benefit to be derived from making it a religous 
ceremony, which was rejected by a majority of 14. 

On the motion of the Lorp CHANCELLOR, the last clause of 
the Bill was struck out. 

The question having been put that the Bill do pass, 

The Bishop of OxForp protested against the Bill, which, as 
he believed, was contrary to God’s Word, and to the law of the 
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Church of England, and would be fruitful of future crime and 
misery. 

After a few words from Viscount DuNGANNON against the 
Bill, 

Their Lordships divided, when the numbers were—Content, 
46; non-content, 25: majority, 21. The Bill was, therefore, 
passed. 
Roman Catnouic CHarities Bri. 

The Lorp CHANCELLOR, in moving the second reading of 
this Bill, explained that its principal object was to remove a 
doubt as to whether the Act of Parliament passed in the be- 
ginning of the reign of William IV., rendering lawful educational 
charities for Roman Catholics, was retrospective or not. It 
had been decided that it was retrospective; but some ingenious 
gentleman had since raised a doubt on the subject, and it was 
now proposed to pass this Bill to remove any such doubt. The 
Bill also provided that it should be lawful for the trustees of 
Roman Catholic charities to inrol them within a year after 
the passing of this Act, with the same effect as if they had 
been registered from the beginning. And that, in the case of 
trusts, partly lawful and partly unlawful, the Court of Chancery 
should investigate and decide what part of the trust should be 
applied to lawful uses, and what to the unlawful or supersti- 
tious uses. There was a clause to provide, that, where there 
was a doubt about the charity, the usage of twenty-five years 
should be conclusive. 

The Bill was then read a second time. 

Thursday, June 25. 
ADULTERERS’ MARRIAGES BILL. 

Lord REDESDALE presented a Bill concerning the manner in 
which the marriages of divorced adulterers shall be contracted ; 
which was read a first time. Second reading on Thursday 
next. 

Vexatious LiricaTion PREVENTION BILL. 

Lord BroveHam saic he did not intend to press the further 
progress of this Bill, but would take that opportunity of stating 
what it was his object to do for the prevention of vexatious 
litigation. He had, to meet the objection of his nobic and 
learned friend, introduced a provision empowering parties to go 
to court accompanied by counsel and attorney, and this he 
adopted from the experience of the recent changes in the 
Examiners’ Offices in Chancery. Another portion of the Bill 
which he should most certainly persist in, was that part which 
bound parties to find security for costs before going into court. 
The House need scarcely be reminded of the celebrated case of 
Smithe and Smithe, where, in an entirely fabricated case, the 
defendant had to pay £7,000 or £8,000 costs, and the plaintiff 
had been transported for life. It was well known also, that, in that 
case, persons were found in London and Bristol to subscribe, in 
the hope of getting a return of 100 per cent. for their money. 
To meet such cases, he proposed that previous security should 
be given; and it would meet even the case of the subscription ; 
for although there were many persons who would advance £50 
or £100 in the hope of usurious interest, they would most pro- 
bably shrink from giving security for the whole costs. He 
would also introduce a proviso, giving the Insolvency Com- 
missioners jurisdiction to punish in the case Of persons, who, 
having incurred costs in litigation, afterwards took refuge in 
that court. The 76th section of the Insolvent Act was in- 
operative, and his object was to make it definite and effectual. 

After a few observations from the Lorp CHANCELLOR and 
Lords CAMPBELL and Broveuam, the debate was adjourned. 





HOUSE OF COMMONS. 
Monday, June 22. 
Jornt-Stock Banks. 

Mr. Lows, in moving that the House resolve itself into com- 
mittee to consider the laws relating to joint-stock banks, with 
the view of a Bill being brought in to amend those laws, said 
that great difficulties were interposed by the law in the way of 
forming a company, and when it was formed it gained no pri- 
vilege by its formation except a bare license to trade, and was 
still subjected to almost every possible inconvenience which the 
law could accumulate upon it. Persons desirous of forming a 
company had first to petition the Crown. That petition was 
referred to the Board of Trade, which ascertained that all the 
requisites had been complied with. A charter was then granted, 
containing a considerable number of conditions, which formed 
great difficulties in the way of bona jide companies (but which 
were uniformly eluded—as in the case of the Royal British Bank 

- —by companies not bond fide), and gave a mere license to trade, 





but no privilege whatever. Should the company fall into diffi- 
culties, the unfortunate shareholders discover that they are sub- 
ject to all sorts of legal processes. The object of the Bill 
which he desired to introduce was, simply to extend to joint- 
stock banks the operations of the Act passed last session with 
reference to joint-stock companies. In future, therefore, joint- 
stock banks might be formed like any other joint-stock com- 
pany, by a memorandum, and the application of the few simple 
provisions contained in the Act of last session. There would 
be a register of the shareholders, which would be prima facie 
evidence of the persons who were to be called upon to contri- 
bute. Such a bank would be liable to certain powers of inspec- 
tion by one-fifth of the shareholders; and in case it came to be 
wound up, as soon as it was handed over to the Court which 
was to wind it up, all actions against the shareholders would be 
stopped. It was proposed to retain the present limitation of 
shares in joint-stock companies to £100 and the proposed Bill 
would not make any alteration in the law; which at present re- 
quired the liability of shareholders of joint-stock companies to 
be unlimited. 

The House then went into committee. 

Mr. Matis entirely approved the general object of the Bill, 
but regretted that it was not proposed to limit the liability of 
joint-stock banks as well as of other joint-stock undertakings. 

In reply to Mr. Cowan, Mr. Lowe said the Bill would not 
apply to Scotland. 

Mr. Rorsuck recollected very distinctly some observations 
made by the right hon. gentleman when he brought in his 
Limited Liability Act—viz. that for his own part he did not 
see why that principle should not apply to joint-stock banks. 
He was sorry the right hon. gentleman had departed from that 
which, no doubt, in his heart he believed to be right, and had 
bowed to a prejudice which pervaded a great many minds, but 
ought not to have influenced his. 

Sir J. SHELLEY considered it perfectly outrageous that the 
only joint-stock companies to which the principle of limited 
liability would not now apply should be banking companies. 

Mr. HENLEY said, that, if the creditors of these banks were to 
be deprived of any means of going against the shareholders, 
he hoped some clause would be introduced preventing the 
latter from making away with their property before the wind- 
ing-up was effected. As the law now stood, every shareholder 
in the Royal British Bank had apparently been able to disap- 
point every creditor, and nobody had paid anybody anything. 

Mr. Wy Lp said, that, in the case of the British Bank, the 
debts were £500,000, while the assets were £250,000, and that, 
as the law now stood, the shareholders were liable for the 
balance between the debts and the assets. The consequence 
was, that the shareholders endeavoured to shield themselves 
from the payment of the debts altogether, whereas, if their lia- 
bility had been limited, they would have come forward and paid 
their debts. 

Mr. Bucuanan considered the principle of limited liability 
as vicious in itself, and as opposed to the maxim that the man 
who entered into trade, and derived from its prosecution a profit 
larger than the regular rate of interest, should be held respon- 
sible for his liabilities, 

Mr. Hanxey said, that, so far as his experience went, the 
principle of unlimited liability had not proved satisfactory in 
the case of those who had embarked their money under its 
auspices. 

A resolution upon which to found a Bill was then agreed to. 

Tuesday, June 23. 
Jornt-Stock Banks Act AMENDMENT BIL. 

Mr. HEADLAM gave notice, that, on the motion for the second 
reading of this Bill, he would move an amendment, declaring 
the opinion of the House that the principle of limited liability 
should be applied to joint-stock banks, 

Wits oF Britis Sussects ABroap BIL. 

Sir F. Kerry moved the second reading of this Bill. He 
was authorised to say that the Attorney-General would not 
oppose the motion, but would reserve the discussion till the 
motion for going into committee. 

This Bill was then read a second time, 

THE CHARITABLE Uses Biiw passed through committee. 

TRANSPORTATION AND PENAL SERVITUDE BILL. 

The House considered the Lords’ amendments to this Bill, 
one of which was agreed to, and the other negatived. A com- 
mittee was appointed to communicate with their Lordships. upon 
the- subject; and on June 25 their Vordships agreed not to 
insist on the clause objected to. 





m, 
tic 


sh 
th 
Pa 
int 
Br 
pal 
im} 


Wi 


den 
Eas 
Jide 
We 
to ] 
gro 


witl 
the 
how 
ques 
arra 
losin 
owir 
pron 





Te- 


Bill, 
y of 
£8, 
, not 


econd 
laring 
bility 


. He 
id not 
ll the 


; Bill, 
. com- 
; upon 
10t to 





587 








June 27, 1857. THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & REPORTER. 








PROCEEDINGS BEFORE JUSTICES OF THE PEACE. 

Mr. Massey obtained leave to bring in a Bill to improve the 
administration of the law in England so far as respects sum- 
mary proceedings before justices of the peace. 

MunicipaL Corporations. 

On the motion of Mr. Massry, leave was given to bring 
in a Bill to amend the Acts concerning municipal corporations in 
England. 

Marriep Women’s REeverstonary InreREst Brix. 

This Bill was considered as amended, and ordered to be read 
a third time on Monday next. 

Wednesday, June 24. 
Jup@MENts Execution Bit. 

The House went into committee on this Bill. 

After three unsuccessful divisions (supported by the Irish 
members) that the chairman report progress, 

Mr. Bianp moved the addition of words to the 7th 
clause, with a view to give the Court out of which the judgment 
issued a jurisdiction for subsequently ascertaining whether or 
not it had been fraudulently obtained ; which was agreed to, 
and the clause ordered to stand part of the Bill. 

Clause 8 was also agreed to. 

After further opposition to the progress of the Bill, 

Mr. Craururp consented that progress should be reported, 
expressing his intention to proceed with the Bill on the first 
open Wednesday. 

Thursday, June 25. 
CuaritaBLE Uses Buu. 
This Bill was read a third time and passed. 


Divorce AND MarrimontAL Causes Br11. 

This Bill was brought up from the House of Lords, and on 

the motion of Sir G. Grey was read a first time. 
CoLontIAL ATTORNEYS AND SOLICITORS. 

Mr. LABOUCHERE obtained leave to bring in a Bill to regu- 
late the admission of attorneys and solicitors of colonial courts 
in her Majesty’s superior courts of law and equity in England 
in certain cases. ae 

PRIVATE BILLS.—(From a Correspondent). 

The Committees of the House of Commons have nearly got 
through the list of private business, though there are one or two 
heavy matters to be disposed of yet. 

The “Salmon” question is settled, by the rejection of the 
Tweed River Fisheries Bill, and the Tweed Fisheries Bill being 
passed. The effect of this will be, that the proprietors of the 
Upper Tweed are left much in the same position as they were, as 
regards privileges; whereas the lower proprietors near the 
mouth of the river are considerably restricted in the use of 
salmon-nets, which have hitherto proved very destructive to the 
young salmon. 

The Richmond and Kew Extension Bill, which was for 
making a short line from the North and South-Western Junc- 
tion Railway across the Thames, at Kew, to Richmond, was 
passed by the Committee on Group 1, not, however, without a 
short, though vigorous, opposition from Mr. Selwyn, Q.C., in 
the capacity of a landowner. The West London and Crystal 
Palace Railway Bill, which empowers that Company to enter 
into working and traffic arrangements with the London and 
Brighton, South Eastern, and South Western Railway Com- 
panies, was passed by the same Committee. This is a very 
important measure to the public, as the effect will be, in all 
probability, that the Crystal Palace will be approachable from 
Waterloo Bridge Terminus during the ensuing summer. 

The East Kent Company have failedin getting their indepen- 
dent line, as was stated last week; and the terms upon the South 
Eastern Railway Company are, that they shall promote and bond 

Jide prosecute a Bill in the next session of Parliament for a 
West-end terminus. The South Eastern (Greenwich Junction 
to Dartford line) is passed, the object being to relieve the over- 
grown traffic on the North Kent, between Dartford and London. 

The Taff Vale Railway Company have had a severe struggle 
with the freighters on the line, and after some days’ fighting, 
the promoters withdrew their Bill sooner than give in. It was, 

however, recommitted, and proceeded again on Friday, but the 
questions were adjourned till Monday, with the hope that some 
arrangement might be made, which would prevent the public 
losing the advantages of the measures proposed by this Bill, 


Committee had decided in favor of passing the Mersey Conser- 
vancy Bill. The decision is so complicated that we must defer 
the details until next week. ‘This much, however, may be 
stated, that Sir James Graham has in effect ventilated the 
affairs of the Liverpool Corporation by the admission of a con- 
siderable current of’ “free trade air,” the principle of the Bill, 
as proposed to be passed, being, that the money received for 
dues in the port of Liverpool shall be employed in the con- 
servancy of the Mersey, and not for Liverpool local purposes. 
There are possibly twenty, certainly a dozen, resolutions in the 
preamble; and it may almost be affirmed, that the parties them- 
selves cannot appreciate the decision of the committee until the 
consultation this evening. 

The Doncaster and Wakefield Railway, which was a project 
for making a line from Doncaster to join the Wakefield, Ponte- 
fract, and Goole Railway, with working arrangements with the 
Great Northern Railway—in other words, a scheme for con- 
necting the Great Northern Railway with the Caledonian Rail- 
way system—was rejected by the Committee. 

The Committee on the Nene Navigation have commenced 
their labours without the smallest prospect of settling the ques- 
tion in time for getting the Bill read a second time by the 
prescribed period in the House of Lords; and it is not impos- 
sible that some arrangement may be made for suspending the 
Bill if it cannot be concluded this session. 

The Mid-Kent Railway (Croydon Extension), and the Mid- 
Kent and South Kent Railway—being a railway from Cater- 
ham in Surrey to Croydon—were both rejected by the Com- 
mittee on Group 2. 

Six Election Committees are sitting, but as they have hardly 
got into their work yet, we will defer particulars till next week. 
The Committees are sitting on the following petitions, viz. :— 
Rochdale, Mayo, Cambridge Borough, Pontefract, Marlborough, 
and Wareham. 

—————_ a 


Court Papers, 
House of Lords. 


CAUSES 
(Appointed for Hearing on Monday 29th, and the Judges to attend). 
Croft v. Lumley et. al., in Error. 
Cooper v. Slade, in Error (Bill of Exceptions). 
Roddy et al. v. Fitzgerald and Another, in Error. 


Chancery. 
NOTICE. 

The Lord Chancellor has directed that the third, fourth, and fifth seal 
in the Sittings after Trinity Term, 1857, which have been appointed for 
the 6th, 13th, and 20th days of July next, be respectively postponed to 
the following days, that is to say— 

Third Seal ......cccoccocsessescoee Tuesday 7th July. 
Fourth Seal -- Tuesday 14th July. 
Fifth Seal .. +. Tuesday 2ist July. 
(Signed H. E. BIcKNELL, Registrar. 
Registrar's Office, Chancery-lane, June 26, 1857. 


CAUSE LISTS.—Arrer Trinity Term, 1857. 


Cs The following Abbreviations have been adopted to save space :-— 

A, Abated— Adj. Adjourned— A, 7. After Term—App. Appeal—C. D. 

Cause Day—Cl. Claim—Csts. Costs—D. Demurrer—£z, Exceptions—F. D, 

Further Directions— Mtn. Motion—P. C. Pro Confesso—Pi. Plea—Pin, 

Petition—2. Rehearing—S. 0. Stand over—Sh. Short. 

MASTER OF THE ROLLS. 

Cavsss, &e. 

Wade v. Tennant (Exons. to ans.) { Stephens v. Breton (Cause) 

Owens v. Kirby (Motion for decree) | Attorney-Gen. rv. Bushby (do.) 

In re Trappes . (Fur. cons. from} Brooks v. Dingley (Mtn. for dec.) 

Wilson v. Barrow chambers) Jones v. Jones (Cause) 

In re Hale Perry Herrick v. Attwood (do.) 

Webster v. O’Connor § (Fur. cons.) Holmes v. Baldwin (do.) 

Norris v. Bramble (do.) Stevenson v Beaumont(Mtn. for dec.) 

Bromer v. Lambe (do.) Nesbit v. Huxham (do.) 

Higgins v. Pettman (do.) | De Sorbein v. Bland (Fur. conson.) 

Barnewall v. Lord Clifford (do.) | Hartley v. Ostler (do.) 

Violett v. Brookman (do.) | Robins v. Robins (Mtn. for decree) 

Fletcher v. Barnard (do.) Wich v. Parker (Cause) 
| 
| 









Stainton v. Carron Co. (Motion for} Pone v. Pollard (Fur. conson.) 
decree—June 24) Holiwell v. Holgate (do.) 

Vincent v. Spicer (Fur. cons. from! Pearson v. Tulk (Cause) 
chambers—/une 24) Pearson v. Spencer (Cause) 

Irwin v. Hamer (Cause—June 24) Pearson v. Pearson (Cause) 
Spencer v. Pearson (Mtn. for dec.) | Edwards v. Rowe \ (Fur. 
Noble v. Brett, otherwise Hodges) Bennion v. Edwards § conson.) 
(Motion for decree) | Holland v. Allsop (Mtn. for decree) 
Noble v. Brett (Fur. conson.) | Fry v. Fry (do.) 

Chorley v. Bellett (Mtn. for decree) | Wynne v. Fletcher (Special case) 
Addams v. Bellett (Fur. conson.) Preston v. Bowerman (Cause) 
Longstaff v. Barker (Cause) Flower v. Gedye (Fur. cons. of costs) 





owing to the hostile attitude assumed by the freighters and 
promoters. 
Just before going to press, we ascertained that the Liverpool 


Page iy Page (do.) Bather v. Kearsley (F. dirs. & costs) 

Cubitt v. Sturgis (do.) . (Sumns. & fur, 

Sparling v. Bennett (Fur. cons. and nee cons. adj. from 
summons to vary certificate) . Y ( chambers. 
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Pearce v. Spencer (Cause) 

Wallis v. Tonge (Fur. conson.) 

Bridgman v. Gill (Cause) 

Kerr v. Pawson (Mtn. for decree) 

Cowdell v. Varnon (do.) 

Armstrong v. Armstrong (F. cons.) 

Osborn v. Reid (do.) 

Bruce v Toker (do.) 

Sharpe v. Cooper (do.) 

Smith v. Ryder (Mtn. for decree) 

Dawson v. Prince (Cause) 

Wells v. Corporation of Gravesend 
(Motion for decree) 

Croft v. Goldsmid (Cause) 

Rackham v. Gilbert (Fur. conson.) 

Barker v. Partridge (Mtn. for dec.) 

Hoblyn v. Langley (Fur. conson.) 

Ruxton v. Poingdestre (do.) 

Caswall v. Saunders (Mtn. for dec.) 

Harvey v. Bayfield (Cause) 

Pattinson v. Pattinson (Mtn. fordec.) 

Swinfen v. Swinfen ) 

Swinfen v. Swinfen f (Cause) 

Cruttwell v. Mee (Fur. conson. and 
summons to vary certificate) 

Ridgway v. Clare (4) (Exceptions to 
Master's Report & F. D. & costs) 

Attorney-General vr. Dean, &c., of 
Windsor (Motion for decree) 

Goddard v. Clay (do.) 

Trail v. Herbert (do.) 

Booth v. Brooke (do.) 

Carter v. Carter (Fur. conson.) 

Somersetshire Coal Canal Co. v. Har- 
court (Motion for decree) 

Brown v. Woods (Mtn. for decree) 

Gibson v. Holmes (Fur. conson.) 

Goodfellow v. Reading (Mtn. for dec.) 

Morris v. Parrott (do.) 

Delahay v. Batchelor (do.) 

Sullivan v. Sullivan (do.) 

Ch v. Th (Cause) 

Stratford v. Baker (Mtn. for decree) 

Hawkins v. Wolston (do.) 

Gover v. Towers (do.) 

Devey v. Bridges (Cause) 

Tweedale v. Hulme (Mtn. for dec.) 

Smith v. The Port Tenant Patent 
Steam Fuel and Coal Co. (do.) 

James v. James (Fur. conson.) 

In re Strong § (Fur. conson. adj. 
s a from chambers 

Pepper v. Smith ( —short) 

Allen v. Herring = for decree) 

Lindsay v. Bond (do.) 

Law v. Humphries (Cause) 

Sturgis v. Morse (do.) 

Booth v. Goodlad (Claim) 

Edwards v. Ryder (Fur. conson.) 

Rennie v. Young (Cause) 

Bloxham v. Whipham (do.) 

Martin v. Patching (do.) 

Simmons v. Willyams (Mtn. for dec.) 








Roberts v. Crofts (Fur. directions 
and costs) 


(Fur. conson. of 
Co e { matter and cause 


85 from. chambs. 
Martin v. Brunning ? (Fur 
Crosby v. Brunning y conson.) 
McDermott v. Doyle (Mtn. for dec.) 
Fell v. Sulman (do.) 
Evans v. Evans 
Rudge v. Hicks \ (Fur. conson.) 
Duncan v. Bolton (Mtn. for decree) 
Wheaton v. Graham (Cause) 
Pemberton v. Pemberton (Sp. case) 
Shackleton v. North (Motion for 
decree—short) 
In re Weeks (Fur. cons. adj. 
Szlumper v. Lyms from chambers) 
Mould v. Liddle (Cause) 
Barker v. Wolley a 
Barker v. Wi volley (Fur. conson.) 
Atttorney-Gen. v. Leathersellers Co. 
(Exons. to Master’s Report and 
fur. dirs. and costs) 
Slaughter v. Capel (Cause) 
Blamey v. Sobey (do.) 
Trezevant v. Broughton (do.) 

Earle v. Bellingham (Mtn. for dec.) 
Rutter v. Marriott (Exons. to Mas- 
ter's Report and F. D. and costs) 
Swayne v. Haynes (3) (Fur. conson.) 

Elliston v. Oades (Mtn. for decree) 
Kingsford v. Kingsford (Claim— 
short) 
Duerden v. Lancaster (Fur. conson.) 
Cheesman vt. Collinson (Mtn. for dec.) 
In re Hall (Fur. cons. adj. 
Hall v. Lawrence; from chambers) 
Page v. May (Mtn. for decree) 
Lefevre v. Freeland (Sp. case) 
Lowe v. North (Cause) 
Mason v. Lawrence (Fur. conson.) 
Blincow v. White (Mtn. for decree) 
Tidswell v. Tidswell (F. C.—short) 
Yeats v. Yeats (5) (Fur. cons. & ptn.) 
Mott v. Goode (Cause) 
In re Trappes (Fur. cons. adj. 
Wilson v. Barrow § from chambers) 
Skirving v. Williams (Sp. case) 
Williams v. Hughes (Fur. conson.) 
Douthwaite v. Spensley (do.) 
Marsh v Goodall (do.) 
Gurney v. Fraser (Mtn. for decree) 
Curtain v. Ernest (Fur. conson.) 
Boag v. Stanfen (Mtn. for decree) 
Augrave v. Wing (Cause) 
Tingle v. Shields (Mtn. for decree) 
Draysdale v. Porter (Fur. conson.) 
Bentley v. Meech (Mtn. for decree) 
Wovenden v. Bowe (Claim) 
Withington v. Grace (do.) 
Masor. v. Tibbitts (Mtn. for decree) 
Alsop v. Bell (Cause) 


LORDS JUSTICES. 
APPEALS 


Perkins v. Green | 
In re Green f 
Green v. Green ) 
§ a v. ——— (App. pt. heard) 
avey v. Durrant 
Smith v. Durrant s (APP. mtn.) 
Smith rv. Durrant (Mtn. for dec.) 
Deeks v, Stanhope (4) 
Findon v. Findon 
Fyfe v. Arbuthnot 


V. C. SIR R. T. 


Wakefield rv. Gibbon 

In re Brandon) (Fur. conson. and 
Hall ». Hall f appeal motion.) 
Childers v. Childers 

Fielding v. Smith (5) 

Vardon v. Bower 

Gordon v. Lowe), 

Holl v. Gordon 5 

Blackmore v. Snee 


KINDERSLEY, 


CavsEs, &¢. 


Garner v. Briggs (Cause part heard) 

Wentworth v. Chevell (Fur. dirs. 
and costs) 

Batkin v. Brown (Mtn. for decree) 

Gibbs v. Manning (Fur. conson.) 

Attorney-Gen. v. Sheppard (do.) 

Wilkinson v. East (Claim) 

Wilcox v. Harrop (Fur. conson.) 

Parton v. Parton (Cause) 

Sclater v. Cottam (Fur. conson.) 

Evans v. Jones (do.) 

Randfield v. Randtield (Cause) 

Thomas v. Jones) 

Silvester v. Thomass (FUr- conson.) 

Gimson v. Downing (Cause) 

Cotgreave v. Walmsley (Fur. dirs. 
and costs) 

Whiting v. Slater (Mtn. for decree) 

Foss v. Churchward (Cause) 

Darbey v. Whitaker (do.) 

Austin v. Urquhart (Mtn. for decree) 

Waterhouse v. Branston (Fur. cons.) 

Staunton v. Berrington (Cause) 

Cochrane v. Cochran 

Barton v. Colvin 

Lord v, Colvin 

Lord v. Colvin 

Lord v. Colvin 


(Rehearing) 





Saull r. Whitaker (Claim) 
Butler v. Lowe (Fur. conson.) 


- Struthers v. Struthers (Motion for 


decree) 
Garratt v. Lancefield ) 
Garratt v. Drake > (Fur. cons.) 
Garratt v. Drake 
Fletcher v. Mulliner )  ,, 
Fletcher v. Mulliner | CE “y dirs. 
And 11 other causes and conte.) 
Smith v. Kingston (F. C.—short) 
Violet v. Finch (Cause) 
Fleming v. Fleming (Fur. conson.) 
Moorhouse v. Colvin (Cause) 
Crow v. Taylor (Mtn. for decree) 
Selby v. Fraser (Cause) 
Wilson v. Leslie (Mtn. for decree) 
Bozzoni v. Rogerson (Cause) 
Fry v. Dadswell (Claim) 
Leggo v. Richards (Mtn. for decree) 
Riches v. Riches (Fur. conson.) 
Price v. Pugh (Fur. dirs. & costs) 
Johnson v. Routh (Cause) 
Broadhurst v. Gerrard (Motion for 
decree) 
Nevin v. Smith (do.) 
Fox v. Charlton (do.) 
Sadd v. Bailey (Fur. conson.) 





V. C. SIR JOHN STUART. 
Causes, &c. 


Booth v. Coulton (Fur. conson.) 

Booth v. Alington (3) (do.) 

Jowett v. Bentley (Cause part heard 
—dJuly 1) 

King v. King (Mtn. for decree) 

Lane v. Ansell (Cause) 

Spong v. Straight (do.) 

Nelson v. Booth (Mtn. for decree) 

Webster v. Webster (Cause) 

Prudence v. Sutton (Mtn. for decree) 

Hodson v. Roberts (do.) 

Waters v. Waters (Fur. conson.) 

Halliley v. Henderson (Mtn. for dec.) 

Griffin v. Watts (do.) 

Tanner v. Barton (do.) 

Scott v. Mayor of Liverpool (Cause) 

Gooch v. Slater (do.) 

Forsyth v. Inglis (do.) 

Jesse v. Bennett (Mtn. for decree) 

Wood v. Scarbrough (2) (Fur. cons.) 

Hornev. Shepherd (2) (F. D. & costs) 

Charlton v. Elgar (Fur. conson.) 

Horne v. Warr (do. and petition) 

Jones v. Vaughan (Cause) 

Mesher v. Lane (Fur. cons. & mtn.) 

Blackmore v. Blackmore (Cause) 

Sayer v. Bevan (Mtn. for decree) 

Backhouse v. Wylde ). 

Backhouse v. Sturgis (f4" cons.) 

Raiker v. Pike (Mtn. for decree) 

Le Clair v. Richards (do.) 

Hobson v. Searle (Claim) 

Beloe v. Brame (Cause) 

Visct. Ranelagh v. Lithgow (Claim) 

Stone v. Stone (Cause) 

In re Hemsley’s Estate) (F.C. from 

Bostock v. Wildbore chambers) 

Thomas »v. Phillips (2) (F. D. & costs) 

Osborn v. Walker (Cause) 

Bowes v. Goslett (Motion for de- 
cree—short) 

Stokes v. Crompton (Fur. conson.) 

Dendy v. Bagshaw (Cause) 

Heath v. Dodman (Mtn. for decree) 

Winstone v. Baroness Windsor (do.) 

Weldon v. Hylton (do.) 

Weldon v. Youard (Fur. dirs. 

Weldon v. Fletcherj and costs.) 

Searle v. Smales (Fur. conson.) 


In re Hieron’s Estate f F.C. from 


Courage v. Hierons | Peo 


Jolinson v. Lawrence (Mtn. for dec.) 

Foster v. Cantley (Fur. conson.) 

In re Canning's Estate (do.) 

Wallis v. Bell ‘“ 

Eyre v. Barrow (Mtn. for decree) 

Thackwell v. Masefield (do.) 

Naylor v. Wright (Cause) 

Skelton v. Cole (Mtn. for decree) 

Woodburne v. Woodburne (F. cons.) 

Farebrother v. Gibson (Cause & ptn.) 

Stonehouse v. oe (F. D. & costs) 

Evans v. Richards 7 

Jones v. Richards f (Fur. conson.) 

Beech v. Visct. St. Vincent (Mtn. 
for decree) 

Woodward v. Woodward (do.) 

Helmer v. Addison (Cause) 

Holt v. Bailey (do.) 

Langhorne v. Harland) (Fur. cons. 

Morley v. Harland and mtn.) 

Birch v. Sewell (two motions to vary 
certificate) 





Davies v. Nicholson (Mtn. for dec.) 

Aitkin v. Bollard (F. D. & costs) 

Skinner v. Chave (Fur. conson.) 

Gratrix v. Chambers (2) (do.) 

Metaxa v. Wilkie (Cause) 

Griffiths v. Banks (Mtn. for decree) 

Dobson v. Pattinson (Cause) 

Pell v. De Winton (Mtn. for decree) 

Charleton v, Jenkinson (Fur. cons.) 

Turner v. Tattersall (Cause) 

Weston v. Wood (Fur. dirs. & costs 
and petition) 

Beeby v. Starling (Cause) 

Whitaker v. Carrick (Mtn. for dec.) 

Hodgson v. Lett (Fur. dirs. & costs) 

Lewis v. Eyton (Mtn. for decree) 

Wedderburn v. Wedderburn (do.) 

Holt v. Sindrey (do.) 

Kent v. Berchley (do.) 

Southern v. Sidney (do.) 

Snow »v. Blake (do.) 

Allen v. Walton (do.) 

Sullivan v. Parker (Cause) 

In re Lightfoot \ (F. cons. from 

Bingham v, Stevens chambers) 

Hawker v. Vizard (Mtn. for decree) 

Welson v. Howson (do.—short) 

Shearly v. Fossick (Cause) 

Bennett v. Jones (Fur. conson.) 

Lacey v. Ramsdale (Mtn. for decree) 

Taylor v. Linley (do.) 

Playsted v. Goold (Cause—short) 

Fuller v. Morgan (Mtn. for decree) 

Watson v. Argile (Cause) 

Mason v. — (Mtn. for decree) 

Hutton v. Taylor ) 

George v. Taylor f (Cause) 

Radcliffe v. Witham (Fur. conson.) 

Jones v. Bennion (Mtn. for decree) 

Jones v. Parry (Further hearing) 

Barras v. Grey (Mtn. for decree) 

Heacock v. Dean (do.) 

Roberts v. Browne (do.) 

Matthews v. Boughton (do.) 

In re Shepherd (F. C. from 

Shepherd v. Kennard § chambers.) 

Curtis v. Blake (Mtn. for decree) 

Charlesworth v. Scatcherd (F. cons.) 

Attorney-Gen. v. The Dean, &c., of 
Christchurch, Oxford (Fur. dirs. 
and costs) 

Railton v. Branscombe (Cause) 

Tyrer v. Broome (Mtn. for decree) 

Hare v. Listowel (Fur. conson.) 

Abney v. Dolphin (do.) 

Treherne v. Fuiler (Cause) 

Campbell v. Campbell (do.) 

Hudson v. Mabon (Mtn. for decree) 

Bartrum v. Ford (Fur. conson.) 

Wilkinson v, Wilkinson (Mtn. for 
decree) 

Labouchere v. Murchison (F. cons.) 

Thompson v. Whitelock (Mtn. for 
decree 

- / (Fur. cons. from 

lay ; chambers and 3 
’ fas { summonses) 

Cocks v. Gray (Fur. consons.) 

Sumner v. Strachan (do.) 

Blamire v. Blamire (Mtn. for decree) 

Propert v. Rowlands (Fur. conson.) 

Jeffery v. Turland (Cause) 

Leifchild v, Prince (Claim) 


V. C. SIR WILLIAM P. WOOD. 


Causes, &c. 


Lovett v. Lovett) (F. C. on equity ( 

Lovett vr. Wallisf reserved pt. hd.) | 

Joel v. Mills (Mtn. for decree pt. hd.) 

Hicks v. Hastings 

Hicks v. Hastingst (Cause pt. hd.) 

Peers v. Meddowcroft (Demurrer) 

Potts v. Potts (Mtn. for decree) 

Baker v. Armitage (do.) 

Hounsel v. Edwards (Mtn. for dec.) 

Hay v. Ker (Fur. conson.) 

Marsh #. Means (Mtn. for decree) 

Smith v. Lord Dacre (do.) 

Garrett v. Kennedy (Fur. conson.) 

Clarke v. Ronald (Cause) 

Janes v. Page 

Mingay v. %. (do.—July 1) 

Monypenny v. Monypenny (F. C.) 

Holland v. Johnson (Mtn. for fan 

Bennett v. Adamson (do.) 

Roberts v. Pollard (do.) 

Pollard v. Wilson (do.) 

Taylor v. Hopkins (Cause) 

Tovell v. Eastern Union Ry. Co. (do.) 

The Company of Proprietors of the 
Leominster Canal Navigation v. 
The Shrewsbury and Hereford Ry. 
Co. (do.) 





Browne v. The London Necropolis 
and National Mausoleum Co. (do.) 

Dugdale v. Robertson (Mtn. for de- 
cree—July 4) 

East Aagian Ry. Co. v. Goodwin 
(Cause) 

Bell v. Adams (Fur. cons. & ptn.) 

Robins v. Pearse (Mtn. for decree) 

Howell v. Charles (Cause) 

Forbes v. Forbes (do.) 

Holmes v. Eastern Counties Ry. Co. 
(Motion for decree) 

Hall v. Burt (Cause) 

Brooke v. Garrod (Mtn. for decree) 

Whateley v. Spooner (Mtn. for dec.) 

Tomlinson v. Harnew (Cause) 

Salisbury v. Denton (Mtn. for dec.) 

Hodsoll v. Bird (Cause) 

Churchward v. Jackson (Fur. cons.) 

Atkinson v. Atkinson (Mtn. for dec.) 

Preece v. Seale (Cause) 

Davison v. Robinson (do.) 

ee f v. Sedgwick (Mtn. for dec.) 

Shribley v. Lambert 

Shribley v. Lambert (Fur. cons.) 

Cummins v. Bromfield (do.) 

Carter v. Carter (Fur. conson.) 
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Spicer v. Fox (Special case) 

Claydon v. Finch (Fur. conson.) 

Calvert v. Johnson (Special case) 

Goodman v. Sherwood (Fur. cons.) 

Sympson v. Prothero (Mtn. for dec.) 

Toynbee v. Duckering (Fur. cons.) 

Snelgar v. Chambers (Mtn. for dec.) 

Addenbrooke v. ment (Fur. 

Addenbrooke v. Ormes 

Marshall v. Jones (Cause) 

Hervey v. Mills (Mtn. for dec.) 

Chambers v. Flood (do.) 

Shore v. Cooke (Fur. conson.) 

Swire v. Cottrell (Special case) 

Yearsley v. Yearsley (Fur. conson. 
and motion to vary certificate) 

Marsland v. Mitarachi (Cause) 

Meggy v. Essell (Mtn. for decree) 

Fox v. Jackson (do.) 

Shaw v. Postlethwaite (Cause) 

Purser v. Darby (Mtn. for decree) 

Knight v. Schneider (Claim) 

Jones v. Dudson (Cause) 

Crowther v. Sutcliffe (do.) 

Kitson v. Shaw (Mtn. for decree) 

Keith v. Partridge (do.) 

Christmas v. Elderton (Cause) 

Hanson v. Reece (Mtn. for decree) 

Cutler v. Cutler (do.) 

Holloway v. Poole (F. D. and costs) 

Lomax v. Sutton (Cause) 

Holmes v. Sturgis (Mtn. for decree) 

Shaw v. Fryer (Cause) 

Sanders v, Clayton (do.) 

Jenkins v. Jenkins (Mtn. for dec.) 

Hamond v. Walker (Cause) 

Basket v. Skull (Fur. dirs. & costs) 

Emerson v. Mason (Mtn. for decree) 


McMahon v. Herne (Cause) 

Attorney-Gen. v. Pretyman ) F. D. 

Attorney-Gen. v. Dean, &c. - and 
of Lincoln f costs. 

Attorney-Gen. v. Pretyman 

Attorney-Gen. v. Bishop of > (do.) 
Lincoln 

Humphrey v. Stevens (3) (F. cons.) 

Richardson v. Adams (Mtn. for dec.) 

Hatton v. Att.-Gen. (Cause—short) 

Powell v. Bird (Fur. cons.—short) 

Soar v. Foster (Cause) 

Lecoy v. Mogford (Fur. conson,) 

Gunsted v. Marsh (Cause) 

Clubb v. Harris (do.) 

Talbot v. Hemshead (do.) 

Handley v. Worthington (Mtn. for 
decree) 

Barlow v. Barlow (Fur. cons.—short) 

Merryweather v. Walker (Sp. case) 

Alexander v. Alexander (Mtn. for 
decree) 

Story v. Gape (Fur. conson.) 

Smith v. Hurlbutt (do.) 

Brown v. Stockton and Darlington 
Ry. Co. (Mtn. for decree) 

Wilkinson v. Wilkinson (Cause) 

Spike v. Manners (Fur. conson.) 

Chappell v. Haynes (Special case) 

Hill v. Walker (Cause) 

Zuccani v. Reay (Fur. conson.) 

Wycherley v. Barnard (Mtn. for dec.) 
»odman v. Robinson (do.) 

Kimell v. Aylett (Fur. cons.—short) 

Green v. Harrison (Fur. conson.) 

Claughton v. Jackson (Mtn. for dec.) 

Van lenberg v. Palmer (Cause) 

Bourdillon v. Roche (do ) 





Roberts v. Evans (Fur. conson.) MeNeillie v. Acton), 
Hanman v Riley (do.—short) Bullock v. Acton }§ (Fur. conson.) 
Attorney-Gen. v. Pretyman ) Exons. | Martin v. The West of England Fire 








Attorney-Gen. v. Dean, &c. to and Life Insurance Co. (Cause) 
of Lincoln s report 
> 
>— 
Birth, Plarriages, and Deaths. 
BIRTHS. 


A'BECKETT—On June 20, at the residence of Mrs. Gilbert A’Beckett, 10 
Hyde-park-gate South, Kensington-gore, the wife of William Arthur 
Callander A’Beckett, Esq., of Melbourne, Australia, of a daughter. 

CLARKE—On June 21, at the residence of her father-in-law, Mr. Serjt. 
Clarke, 53 Upper Bedford-place, the wife of Charles Harwood Clarke, 
Esq., F.S.A., of a daughter. 

HAINES—On June 22, at Faringdon, Berks, the wife of George James 
Haines, Esq., Solicitor, of a son. 

EALE—On June 19, the wife of Edward Wilmot Seale, jun., Esq., Solici- 
tor, of the Priory, Peckham, and Bank-chambers, Leicester-square, of 


@ son. 
STEPHEN—On June 25, at 27 Westbourne-park Villas, the wife of Fitz- 
james Stephen, Esq., Barrister-at-law, of a son. 


MARRIAGES. 


BATHE—HEADLAND—On June 20, M. E. L. Bathe, Esq., to Augusta 
Sophia, daughter of H. Headland, Esq., Solicitor. 

TERRELL—GIRDLESTONE—On June 9, in the parish church of 
Kingswinford, at Wordsley, by the Rev. Charles Girdlestone, rector, 
and uncle of the bride, William Terrell, Esq., of Clifton, Bristol, to 
Caroline Harriet, eldest surviving daughter of the late Samuel Girdle- 
stone, Esq., of the Middle Temple, Q.C. 


DEATHS. 


BRADISH—On June 11, at Barntown House, county Wexford, aged 64, 
Jane, relict of the late William Henry Bradish, Esq., of York-street, 
Dublin, Solicitor, and of Laurel-hill, in the Queen’s County. 

HEDGELAND—On June 25, at a very advanced age, from the effects of 
an accident, after leaving the house of her son, Sir FitzRoy Kelly, Mrs. 
Tsabella Hedgeland. 


ee 
Unclaimed Stock in the Bank of England. 

The Amount of Stock heretofore standing in the following Names will be 
transferred to the Parties claiming the same, unless other Claimants 
appear within Three Months :— 

Ciack, Henry Tucker, Argyll-pl., Regent-st., Esq., and Harriet HEN- 
LEY, Crawford-st., Marylebone, widow, £391 : 13: 6 New 3 per Cents. 
—Claimed by Henry Tucker CLack and Harriet Caton, wife of 
RicHarpD Bary Caton, formerly HARRIET HENLEY, widow. 

CLarKE, FREDERICK, Stoke Newington, Middlesex, Gent., EDWARD SELBY, 
Leonard-st., Shoreditch, Gent., JoHn FLupE Jounson, Charles-sq., 
Hoxton, Gent., and BENJAMIN WEsT, Haberdashers'-pl., Hoxton, Gent., 
£295 Reduced.—Claimed by Freperick CLARKE, EDWARD SELBY, 
JOHN FLUDE JoHNSON, and BENJAMIN WEST. 

Curtis, Sir Lucius, Gatcombe, Hants, Bart., Henry CLarx, M.D., and 
JosEpu Loss, Gent., both of Southampton, £100 Reduced.—Claimed 
by Sir Lucius Curtis, Bart., HENRY CLARK, M.D., and Josepa Loss. 

ELLiotsoyn, Emma, and Ex1za EL.iotson, Clapham, Surrey, spinsters, 
£1,000 New Sou'h Sea Annuities.—Claimed by Emma ELLiotson and 
Exiza ELLIoTson. 

GILBERT, SARAH, spinster, WILLIAM GILBERT MILLER, both of Barnack, 
Northamptonshire, and JosePH PHILLIPs, sen., St. Martins, Stamford 
Baron, common brewer, £69: 11: 3 Consols.—Claimed by Saran 
Morris, wife of W1LL1aM Morris, formerly SaraH GILBERT, spinster, 
WILLIAM GILBERT, and JOSEPH PHILLIPs, sen. 

Hemsworts, BensJaMIN, Upper Gower-st., Middlesex, Esq., BENJAMIN 
MattHEw Otiver, of the same place, Esq., and DaniEL BuRTON 








Movncey, Hillam-hall, Monk Fryston, Yorkshire, Esq., £37 : 6: 5 Re- 
duced.—Claimed by Bensamin HEMSWoRTH, and BENJAMIN MaTTHEW 
OLIVER, the survivors. 

KENNARD, GABRIEL, jun., East Farleigh, Kent, farmer, £100 Old South 
Sea Annuities.—Claimed by GABRIEL KENNARD. 

PRINALD, ANNA Marta, Hotwells, Gloucestershire, spinster, £465: 14: 8 
New 3 per Cents., and £161: 9: 8 like Annuities, standing in name of 
AnNA MARIA PRINALD, Eltham, Kent, spinster—Claimed by ANNA 
MaRIA PRINALD. 

Rawson, Euiza, Nidd-hall, Ripley, Yorkshire, spinster, £200 New 3 per 
Cents.—Claimed by EL1za Rawson. 

Rawson, Mary, and Ex1za Rawson, Nidd-hall, Ripley, Yorkshire, £2,325 
New 3 per Cents.—Claimed by Mary Rawson and Exiza Rawson. 

SamvuEL, Purwip, Stock-exchange, Gent., and ADOLPHUS ALFRED PHILLIPS, 
a minor, £50 Consols.—Claimed by Pattie SAMUEL, the survivor. 

Stonor, Soria CHARLOTTE, Holmwood, near Reading, widow, 
£297 : 19: 11 Consols.—Claimed by Sopnta CHARLOTTE STONOR. 


Heirs at Law and Pert of Kin. 
Advertised for in the London Gazette and elsewhere during the Week. 

Hinpe, Mary Ann (who died on Oct. 20, 1856), late of Upper Clapton, 
Middlesex, spinster.—Her nephews or nieces, or the legal personal re- 
presentatives of such as may have died since her decease, are to come 
in and prove their claims on or before July 15, at V. C. Stuart's 
Chambers. 

Jonson, ABRAHAM (who died on June 25, 1850), Wisbeach St. Peter, 
Cambridgeshire, D.D.—His nephews or grandnephews living at the 
time of the decease of MAry GRAINGER, late of Bradford, Yorkshire, 
widow (a niece of the said ABRAHAM JoBSON); or at the time of the 
decease of GEorGE D'Arcy Warsurton (who died on Oct. 3, 1854), 
late of York, yeoman; or at the time of the decease of ANN WEBSTER 
(who died on May 20, 1857), late of Halifax; or the legal personal re- 
presentatives of any of such nephews or grandnephews, who may have 
since died; and all persons claiming to have any charge upon the 
shares of any of such: nephews or grandnephews, are to come in and 
make out their claims on or before July 20, at V. C. Kindersley's 
Chambers. 

Lyman, DantEL (who once resided in New Brunswick, afterwards at Ply- 
mouth, and subsequently in Jersey, and it is believed died in the 
parish of St James, Middlesex, in Nov. 1809), Major in his late 
Majesty’s Service, and Mary, his wife.—All persons claiming to be 
their issue, or to have any interest under their marriage settlement, 
living at the death of the said Magy LyMan in Aug. 1809, and the per- 
sonal representatives of such of them as may be now dead, are to come 
in and prove their claims on or before July 13, at Master of the Rolls’ 


Chambers. ba 
fMonev farket. 


CITY, Fripay Eventna. 

The English Funds have been all the week remarkably steady 
and quiet. Consols for the opening have stood at 933 per Cent. 
The 5 per Cent reduced, and the new 3 per Cents. have been at 
922 to 93 per Cent. without any reported variation. 

French Funds have been more sensitive, but the price of the 
3 per Cents. is at the end of the week about the same as at the 
beginning. The Bank of France has reduced its rate of discount 
on commercial bills from 6 to 5} per cent. It maintains at 6 
per Cent. interest on advances. Other important Foreign 
Securities have continued steady, with tendency to improvement. 
Few transactions are taking place, and the demand for money is 
not active. 

It has been announced that the amount of £1,125,000 to be 
paid to Denmark, in redemption of the Sound Dues, is not likely 
to be withdrawu from this country. ~ 

From the Bank of England return for the week ending the 
20th June, 1857, which we give below, it appears that the 
amount of notes in circulation is £18,803,825, being an increase 
of £31,640; and the stock of bullion in both departments is 
£11,172,862, showing an increase of £263,607 when compared 
with the previous return. 

The reduction in the rate of interest made last week by the 
Directors of the Bank of England seems to have been a natural 
consequence of the improvement in its position during the last 
three or four weeks. This improvement is the result of the 
increased amount of bullion in store, and the lessened amount 
of its liabilities on private securities. 

A comparison with the state of affairs at the Bank, at the 
corresponding period of last quarter, when, as now, it was 
greatly strengthened by the accumulation of Government 
deposits prior to the payment of the dividends, will also show 
apparent improvement. If, however, the retrospect is carried 
back to the corresponding period of last year, it will appear that 
the stock of bullion was greater in 1856 than in 1857 by 
£1,216,000, and the liabilities on private securities less by the 
very considerable amount of £4,312,000. - Consequently the 
position of the Bank was then much stronger, and more prepared 
to resist subsequent pressure, than at thepresent time. If 
the pressure now to be sustained by the Bank is in proportion 
to that of last year, the weight will become greater by reason of 
its larger amount of liabilities, and its less stock of bullion. It 
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should, however, be borne in mind that the rate of discount 
then was 5 per cent., and that now it is 6 per cent. ; the higher 
rate giving strength ‘to the defensive position, so to say, of the 
Bank finances. These particulars lead to well founded doubts 
whether any further early reduction of the rate of interest, or 
any considerable reduction in the value of money during ‘the 
present year, is probable. 

It is stated that the Ministers of Austria, France, England, 
Prussia, Russia, Sardinia, and Turkey, met last week in Paris 
for the purpose of signing the treaty for the frontier settlement 
in Bessarabia, and for regulating the question of the Isle of 
Serpents, and the Delta of the Danube. 

The statement that a treaty of commerce was signed between 
France and Russia, on the 14th of the present month, is said to 
be confirmed. The concessions made, or reported to have been 
made, by the Government of Turkey, to British subjects, are 
very numerous. The existing state of the money market 
throughout Europe and Amtrica is sufficient cause to discourage 
a large proportion of these undertakings, or, at least, to postpone 
many till some two or three have become active in the manage- 
ment of Englishmen, and the interest of money is easier. 


Bank of England. 


AN ACCOUNT, PURSUANT TO THE ACT 7TH AND 8TH VICTORIA, C. 32, FOR 
THE WEEK ENDING ON SATURDAY, THE 20TH DAY OF JUNE, 1857. 


IssuE DEPARTMENT. 











£ 
Notes issued “ + 24,911,630} Government Debt 11,015,100 
Other Securities . . 3.4 59,900 
Gold Coin and Bullion. 10,436,630 
Silver Bullion e eee 
£24,911,630 £24,911,630 
BankinG DEPARTMENT. 
£ £ 
Proprietors’ Capital. . 14,553,000) Government Securities 
Rest . 3,353,074 (incl. Dead Weight 
Public Deposits (includ- Annuity) 10,327,222 
ing Exchequer, Sav- Other Securities . - 18,481,953 
ings’ Banks, Commis- Notes . . ‘ 6,107,805 
sioners of National Gold and Silver Coin 736,232 
Debt, and Dividend 
Accounts) . 7,799,602 
Other Deposits 9,298,594 
Seven day & other Bills 648,942 
£35,653,212 £35,653, 212 





Dated the 25th day of June, 1857 M. Manrsuatt, Chief Cashier. 


English sFuntes. 























ENGLIsH FUNDS. Sat. | Mon. | Tues, | Wed | Thur.| Fri. 
Bank Stock soo] 213 1213 23 [214 123) ... ~ ean 
3 per Cent. Red. Ann. ...|927 $ 3| 93 23 | 93 23 | 923 3} 923 3| 93 
3 per Cent, Cons. Ann....| shut | shut | shut | shut | shut | shut 
New 3 per Cent. Ann. ...} 93 2% | 93§ 23) 93 2% | 93 25 | 923 3 | 923 
New 2} per Cent. Ann...) «.. see oe oon ove eon 
5 per Cent. Annuities ...] ... ove ove ose eve oes 
Long Ann. (exp. Jan. 5, 

BOBO) ccsrcsccscccccccserocees eve . ° oee wee eee 
* A d years (exp. Oct. 10, 
Do “30 * seed (exp. Jan. 5, 

vee ove see ove 2 7-16) ase 
Do 20 on (exp. nes 
85) we + {18 1-16 ane 

India Bonds (£1,000) ...) «.. tes oes seb ose 4s. “ais. 
Do. (under £1,000) ...... 7s, dis.|7s. dis.| ... |7s. dis./4s. dis.| ... 
Exch. Bills (£1,000) Mar.|3s. dis.) par par /4s. dis.3s. dis. 


June] ... ass aad tee ase 
Exch. Bills (£500) F eve 3s. dis./Is. pm./Is. dis./2s, pm.| par 
-—_——_ ne} ... és oes ove bee ose 
Exch. Bills (Small) Man 3s. pm./3s. pm.} ...  /28. pm.|38, dis.) ... 
—_——__—__——. June} ... one eee ove oes eee 
Exch. Bills Advertised...| ... eee one ose ove ove 


Exch. — 1858, 3h 












































per Cent, .........cereeeee ooo 98% vee — tie 988 
Exch. ond 1859, 3} 
Per Cent. ....0.rerrerceree one ove oes toe oes 983 
Ensurance Companies, 

Equity and Law 6 
English and Scottish Law 4} 
Law Fire 44 
Law Life 62 
Law Reversionary Interest 19 
Law Union. par 
Legal and Commercial par 
Legal and General Life 53 
London and Provincial 3 





Medical, Legal, and General . ...ccccccseccceresssssevereee DAL 
Solicitors’ and General par 








Railway Stack. 




















Railways. Sat. | Mon. } Tues. | Wed. | Thur | Fri, 
Bristol and Exeter t 90} ant 91} 91} bee bee 
Caledonian... af 1 Bh sone 75 4% | 74% 74h | 7583 
Chester and Holyhead .. | ove ° ee 
East Anglian... ... ‘ial 203 20 ie 203 | 203 20 
Eastern Union ‘A stock : ° od ° ose ose 
East Lancashire ... 974 “ ow ove 
Edinburgh and G ylasgow ° " 622 
Edin, Perth. & Dundee.| ... | 1 amma eee ae) 
Glasgow &South Western| ... see Sis 6s Bs an 
Great Northern... ow. «199 8§ 9]... 98% 94) ... 99$ 2 
Gt. South & West. (Ire.). | 1044 {1043 4 | 1053 es 104} |1043 ¢ 
Great Western... ...| 65 43 (645 J 3] 64% @ | G4g % | G4g 5.| 643 5g 
Lancashire & Yorkshire .| ... 100% | ... 00§ ¢ |100E F [1005 g 
Lon., Brighton, &$.Coast| ... 112§ j112% 13) ... 1h 


$ 
London & North Western) 1043 | 1043 |103$ % {103% ¢ |103% 4 [1043 
London and S. Western ./1014 q 1014 3 


Man., Shef., and Lincoln} 454 2 @ | 45 3€ | 44 3§ [44h B 4) 448 43 3 
Midland ... ews ms 844 4 | 84 33 “A 833 § 2 83: 843 3g 
63 23 5 


HORI on ae vee - 62 


North British . 43 434 434 > Fg 434 
North Eastern (Berwick) 92% 3}; 93 2} 93 23 3] 92$ | 922 3] 925 
North London so] ose ote ose one aes 
Oxford, Wore. & Wolv. .| 33 ohe 323 33 2$ | 32$ 3 | 33% 4 
Scottish Central ... ...| ss ote eee ote tee see 
Scot.N.E. Aberdeen Stock oon ove 25} eee ooo ons 
Shropshire Union... ...| ... ove obs see eee wee 


ol ASR Aitice | TERS [TRB cave 75} 
883 9| 89 8h] ... aa 


South-Eastern ooo 
South-Wales ... ... soo) ose 


London chazettes. 
Bankrupts. 


TuEspAy, June 23, 1857. 

BANNISTER, Epwarp, Maltster, Woodsetton, Sedgley, Staffordshiré. 
July 3 and 23, at 11.30; Birmingham. Com. Balguy. Off. Ass. Whit- 
more. Sols, Bowen, Stafford; or E. & H. Wright, Birmingham. et. 
June 15. 

BLECH, JoserH Epwarp, Merchant, Liverpool. July 13 and Aug. 10, 
at 11; Leeds. Com, Ayrton. Off. Ass. Hope. Sol. Blackburn, Leeds. 
Pet. June 13. 

BROWN, Witi1am Henry, Steel-roller and Merchant, Sheffield. Jul 
11 and Aug. 8, at 10; Sheffield. Com. West. Off. Ass. Brewin. Sol. 
Unwin, Sheffield. Pet. June 20. 

HUGHES, Enocn, & Witt1am Apams, Ironfounders, Princes-end, 
Sedgley, Staffordshire. July 6 and 27, at 10; Birmingham. Com. Bal- 
guy. Off. Ass. Christie. Sols. Bolton & Sanders, Dudley; or Finlay 
Knight, Birmingham. Pet. June 19. 

LINDOP, Wittray, Miller, New-rd., Talk-o’-th’-Hill, Staffordshire. July 
8 and 29, at 10.30; Birmingham. Com. Balguy. Of. Ass. Whitmore. 
Sols. Cooper, Tunstall, Statfordshire; or Hodgson & Allen, Birming- 
ham. Pet. June 18. 

MORRIS, Wi.11AM, Grocer, Liverpool. July 7 and Aug. 3, at 11; Liver- 
pool Com. Perry. Off. Ass. Morgan. Sol, Etty, Liverpool. Pet. 
June 18. 

PALMER, W11t1m, Lace Manufacturer, Wellingborough, Northampton- 
shire; carrying on business with John Pringle and John Thurman, 
Nottingham, Lace Manufacturers. June 30 and July 28, at 10.30; 
Nottingham. Com. Balguy. Off. Ass. Harris. Sols. Bowley & Ash- 
well, Not:ingham. /et. June 18, 

PONSONBY, Tuomas Tuomrson, Carver and Gilder, 42 Piccadilly. July 
7, at 11, and Aug. 3, at 1; Basinghall-st. Com. Goulburn. Off. Ass. 
Nicholson. Sols. Ford & Lloyd, 5 Bloomsbury-sq. Pet. June 20, 

SALTER, Avaustus, Grocer, Swansea, Glamorganshire. July 6 and 
Aug. 3, at 11; Bristol. Com. Hill. Off. Ass. Acraman. Sol. Goolden, 
Bristol. Pet. June 13. 

STRANGE, Epwarp, Draper, Swindon, Wilts. July 6 and Aug. 3, at 11; 
Bristol. Com. Hill, Of Ass. Acraman. Sols, Heather, 17 Pater- 
noster-row ; or Bevan, Bristol. Pet. June 10. 

Fripay, June 26, 1857. 

ARCHER, Grorce, Corn and Seed Merchant, Great Clacton, Colchester, 
Essex. July 8, at 11, and Aug. 6, at 12; Basinghall-st. Com. Fon- 
blanque. Of. Ass. Graham. Sols, Marten, Thomas, & Hollams, 31 
Commercial Sale-rooms, Mincing-la. Pet. June 16. 

AUDLEY, Wituram, Auctioneer, Newcastle-under-Lyne, Staffordshire. 
July 9 and 30, at 10; Birmingham. Com. Balguy. Off. Ass. Whit- 
more. Sols. Knight & Udall, Newcastle-nnder-Lyne; or Knight, Bir- 
mingham. Pet. June 19. 

BARTON, Joun (J. Barton & Co.), Silk Manufacturer, Spring-gdns., 
Manchester. July 10 and 31, at 12; Manchester. Off. Ass. Hernaman. 
Sols. Cobbett & Wheeler, Cooper-st., Manchester. Pet. June 24, 

COOK, Jamas, Boarding-house keeper, late of 784 Queen-st., Cheapside, 
now of Peckham, Surrey. July 8, at 12, and Aug. 3, at 2; Basinghall- 
st. Com. Goulburn. Off. Ass. Nicholson. Sols. Lawrance, Plews, & 
Boyer, 14 Old Jewry-chambers, Old Jewry. Pet. June 24, 

DOWNES, Wit11am, Smith, 96 Gt. Dover-st., Newington, Surrey. July 
9 and ‘Aug. 7, at 1.30; Basinghall- st. Com. Fane. Off. Ass. Whit- 
more. Sol. Summers, 29 Harp-la., City. Pet. June 25. 

FLUX, Wittiam Henry, Grocer, Heston, Middlesex. July 3, ai 12.30, 
and Aug. 7, at 1; Basinghall-st. Com. Fane. Of. Ass. Whitmore. 
Sols. Richardson & Sadler, 28 Golden-sq Pet. June 23. 

HAWKES, Tuomas, Glass Manufacturer, Dudley, Worcestershire ; Mer- 
chant, Liverpool; Salt Manufaeturer, Garston, Lancashire; and of 
Paddington, Middlesex; but now a prisoner in Queen’s Prison, Surrey. 
July 2 & 30, at 11; Basinghall-st. Com. Evans. Off. Ass. Bell. Sols. 
Lewis & Lewis, Ely-pl. Holborn. Pet. June 20. 

HOLLICK, Freperic, Chemical Colour Manufacturer, 5 Flowers-ter., 
Campbell-rd., Bow, and of Mill-hill Works, Old F an Middlesex. July 
9, & Aug.7 at 11; Basinghall-st. Com. Fane, Off. Ass. Cannan, Sol. 
Rogers, 70 Fenchurch-st. Pet, June 24. 
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LEAH, Isaacs (Picard & Co.), Cigar Dealer, 191 Piccadilly. July 14, at 
* 1, & Aug. 3, at 11.30; Basinghall-st. Com. Goulburn. Off. Ass. Pen- 
nell. Sols. J. & 8. Solomon, 22 Finsbury-pl.. Pet. June 24. 

MARTIN, Georce Henry, Tallow Chandler, 84 & 85 Cow Cross-st., St. 
Sepulchre, and 10 Cambridge-ter., Dalston. July 13, at 12.30, and Aug. 
10, at 12; Basinghall-st. Com. Goulburn. Of. ‘Ass, Pennell. Sols. 
Hine, Robinson, & Haycock, Charterhouse-sq. Pet, June 23. 

MOON, CHARLES THoMas, Bookseller, 12 Regent-st.; also at 3 and 7 
Rupert-st., Haymarket, in copartnership with Thomas Danson 
Pruday, Coffee and Eating-house Keepers; also carrying on business at 
61 Green-st., Grosvenor-sq., in copartnership with Marjory Moon, Child 
Bed Linen Warehousemen. July 8, at 1.30, and Aug. 5, at 11; Ba- 
singhalJl-st. Com. Goulburn. Off. Ass. Pennell. ‘Sols. Lawrance, 

gg Me Boyer, 14 Old Jewry-chambers, Old Jewry. et. June 25. 

MOSS, a Coach Broker, 22 and 23 Somer’s-pl, New-rd, St. Pan- 
cras. July 13, and Aug. 10. at 2; Basinghall-st. Com. Goulburn. 
Off. Ass. icholson. Sol. Braham, i2 Furnival’s-inn, Holborn. Pet. 


June 24, 
ROWLINSON, Ricwarp, Ship Owner, Liverpool July 15 and Aug. 4, at 


11; Liverpool. Com. Perry. Off. Ass. Morgan. Sol. Atkinson, 
Liverpool. Pet. June 25. 

SELF, Josrepn, Builder, 36 Stanhope-st., Clare Market. July 9, at 12.30, 
and Aug. 6, at 11.30; Basinghall-st. Com. Evans. Of. Ass. Bell. 


Sol. Jones, 42 Southampton-bldgs., Holborn. Pet. June 10. 

SINGER, Davin Artaur, Tailor, 307 Oxford-st. July 13, at 2.30, and 
Aug. 10, at 1; Basinghall-st. Com. Goulburn. Off. Ass. Pennell. Sols. 
Bennett & Stark, 4 Furnival’s-inn. 

SMITH, GrorGe ArcueEnr, Brick and Tile Maker, late of Peterborough 
and Warrington, Northamptonshire, then of Bacup, Lancashire, after- 
wards of the Isle of Man, next of Manchester, and now of 12 Chapel-st., 
Bedford-row, Middlesex (out of business). July 10, at 12.30, and 
Aug. 6, at 1; Basinghall-st. Com. Fane. Off. Ass. Whitmore. Sols. 
Sole, Turner, & Turner, 68 Aldermanbury. Pet. June 22. 

SMITH, Ricuarp, Butcher, Salehurst, Hurst Green, and of Sedlescomb, 
near Battle, Sussex. July 3, at 11, and Aug. 7, at 12; Basinghall-st. 
Com. Fane. Off. Ass. Cannan. Sols. Sole, Turner, & Turner, 68 Alder- 
manbury. Pet. June 22. 

WALTON, GRANVILLE Scott, Factor and Ironmonger, Wolverhampton. 
July 9 and 30, at 10; Birmingham. Com. Balguy. Off. Ass. Christie. 
Sols. E. & H. Wright, Birmingham. Pet. June 22. 


MEETINGS, 
TUESDAY, June 23, 1857. 

Burnet, THOMAS, Glass Bottle Manufacturer, Blaydon, Durham. July 
15, at 11; Royal-arcede, Newcastle-upon-Tyne. Com. Ellison. Div. 
CavEns, GrorGe, Jeweller, Carlisle. July 16, at 11.30; Royal-arcade, 

Newcastle-upon-Tyne. Com. Ellison. Final Div, 

CuarLEs, RoBerT Rumney, & WiLL1AM Forpycer, Paper Manufacturers, 
Haughton, Northumberland. July 17, at 11; Royal-arcade, New- 
castle-upon-Tyne. Com. Ellison. Final Div. 

Doge, Witu1aM, & JoHn SKELTON, Timber Merchants, Newcastle-upon- 
Tyne. July 16, at 12; Royal-arcade, Newcastle-upon-Tyne. Com. 
Ellison. Second Div, 

GtapsTonE, MontGomeRrt£, & JosepH CrEEVY Bonp, General Brokers, 
Manchester. July 15, at ot ’ seme Com. Jemmett. Div. joint 
est., and sep. est. of J. C. Bo 

HADFIELD, Witu1aqM, late of Cunstuntinegte, afterwards of Old Hall, Old 
Hall-st., Liverpool, and now of Cockspur-st., Middlesex; in partner- 
ship with Matthew Slade Hooper, Merchants (William Hadfield & Co.). 
July 7, at 12; Basinghall-st. Com. Fonblanque. (By adj. from May 
19) Last Ez. 

Hutt, James Beecn, Glass and China Dealer, 254 Blackfriars-rd. July 6, 

1; Basinghall-st. Com. Goulburn. Prf. Debt claimed by Off. Man. 
of Royal British Bank. 

NicHotson, JouN, Surgeon, Walton-lodge, West Derby, Lancashire. 
July 16, at 11; Liverpool. Com. Stevenson. Div. 

Peto, Joun, & j ouN Bryan, Army Contractors, 8 and 9 Dacre-st., West- 
minster ; Liverpool; and Willow-walk, Bermondsey. July 16, at 11; 
Basinghall-st. Com. Fane. Div. sep. est. of each. 

Vernon, JouN, Iron Shipbuilder, Low Walker, Northumberland. July 
17, at 11; Royal-arcade, Newcastle-upon-Tyne. Com. Ellison. First 


Witxinson, Joun, Sittingbourne, Kent, in partnership with John Wal- 
dron as roageic Contractors; and at Burgess-hill, near Brighton, in 
mere with William Ashdown as Brickmakers, July 16, at 12; 

ghall-st. Com. Evans. Last Ex. 


Fripay, June 26, 1857. 


Apam, Wrt11am, Merchant, 34 Great Tower-st, and also at _ Seno, 
Underwriter. July be at 12; Basinghall-st. Com, Fane. 

Cocpon, THOMAS ¥, Plumber, Sunderland. July 7, at 12; * Royal- 
arcade, Wevuahbasek tron Com. Ellison. Last Er. 

Ettis, Epwarp Firmin, Stock Broker, Hendon, Middlesex, and Royal 
Exchange-bldngs. July 18, at 11; Basinghall-st. Com. Fane. Div. 
GRanaM, WALTER, Draper, Brookhouse-fids, Blackburn, Lancashire. 

July 21, at 12; M Com. Div. 

HinDLg, ‘THOMAS, Ricuarp StutTart, & Henry WALMSLEY, Power-loom 
Cloth Manufacturers, Accrington, Lancashire. July 10, at 12; Man- 
chester. Com. Skirrow. Fur. Div. 

Horner, THomas, House Decorator, 15 Hart-st., Bloomsbury. July 8, at 
12.30; Basinghall-st. Com. Goulburn. Div. 

Lapp, Joun, Contractor and Builder, Liverpool. July 17, at 11; Liver- 
pool. Com. Stevenson. Div. 

Noxgs, JosEpu, Glass-cutter, Lower Hospital-st., Birmingham. July 27, 
at 10; Birmingham. Com. Balguy. Div. 

DIVIDENDS. 
TUESDAY, June 23, 1857. 

ABURROW, WILLIAM, Princes-sq., gry 5 First, 20s. (sep. est.) Ed- 
wards, 1 brook-ct., Basinghall-st. ; une 24, and next three Wed- 
nesdays, 11 and 2. 

BENNET?, WILLIAM, Cabinetmaker, Bristol. Div., 5s, 6d. (sep. est.) 
Acraman, 19 St, Augustine’s-parade, Bristol ; any Wednesday before 
Aug. 5, or after Oct. 7, 12 and 2. 





BOURNE, JOHN, & THOMAS Rowsoy, Silk re Macclesfield. 
: Hernaman, 


poy <h Is. 2a. joint est. ; and first, 20s. sep. est. J. Bourn 
Princess-st., Manchester ; any Tuesday, 10 and 1. 





CoLuison, Henry Wii11aM, Provision Merchant, Bath. Div., 2s. 6d. 
Acraman, 19 St. Augustine’s-parade, Bristol; any Wednesday before 
Aug. 5, or after Oct. 7, 12 and 2. 

Coopger, JosEPH, sen., JosEPpH Cooper, jun., & Joz Coorser, Cotton 
Spinners, Glossop. First, 5s. joint est. J. Cooper, jun., and Joe Cooper; 
First, 4s. 23d. sep. est. J. Cooper, jun. Hernaman, 69 Princess-st., 
Manchester; any Tuesday, 10 and 1. 

CorcHinc, Jonny, Farmer, Hail Weston, Huntingdonshire. First, 2s. 8d. 
Whitmore, 2 Basinghall-st.; any Wednesday, 11 and 3. 

Crorts, Epwarp, Hearth-rug Manufacturer, 3 West-pL, John’s-row, St. 
Luke's. First, 7s. 6d. Stansfeld, 10 Basinghall-st. ; any Thursday, ll 
and 2. 

Dickenson, JouN (Dickenson, Bros, & Co.), Merchant, Walsall, Stafford- 
shire. First, 2s. 10d. Whitmore, 19 Upper Temple-st., Birmingham; 
next three Mondays, 11 and 3. 

FrYer, Wit11AM, Wholesale Draper, Nottingham. Third, 9d. Harris, 
Middle-pavement, Nottingham ; next three Mondays, 11 and 3. 

GiscarD, Urnian, Cabinetmaker, 74 High-st., King’s Lynn, Norfolk. 
First, 1s. 3d. Whitmore, 2 Basinghall-st.; any Wednesday, 11 and 3. 

James, THOMAS E., Wine Merchant, Cowbridge. Div. 2s. Acraman, 19 
St. Augustine’s-parade, Bristol; any Wednesday before Aug. 5, or after 
Oct. 7, 12 and 2. 

Jones, WILLIAM Burrow, Confectioner, Bristol. Div. ls. 3d. Acraman, 

9 St. Augustine’s-parade, Bristol; any Wednesday before Aug. 5, or 
after Oct. 7, 12 and 2. 

Know Les, THomas, Chemist and Druggist, 61 Seymour-st., Euston-sq. 
Second, 33d. Stansfeld, 10 Basinghall-st.; any Thursday, 11 and 2. 

Moorg, James, Livery-stable-keeper, Manchester. First, 1s. 83d. Herna- 
man, 69 Princess-st., Manchester; any Tuesday, 10 and 1. 

Peacu, Wititam (Peach & Co.), Coal Merchant, Derby. First, 1s. 6d. 
Harris, Middle-pavement, Nottingham ; next three Mondays, 11 and 3. 

Regs, ANN, Grocer, Llanelly. Div. ls. 7d. Acraman, 19 St. Augustine’s- 
parade, Bristol; any Wednesday before Aug. 5, or after Oct. 7, 12 and 2. 

RvoBeERts, EpmunD, Jeweller, Derby. Second, 5d. Harris, Middle-pave- 
ment, Nottingham; next three Mondays, 1! and 3. 

Travis, GEorGE, Flour-dealer, Oldham. First, 6s. 4d. Hernaman, 69 
Princess-st., Manchester; sny Tuesday, 10 and 1. 

Wice, Henry, & Burton SmitH, Commission Agents, Gresham-st. West. 
First, 13s. 0}d. sep. est. B. Smith. Whitmore, 2 Basinghall-st.; any 
Wednesday, }1 and 3. 

Woop, Groreg, Wharfinger, Loughborough. First, 7s. 6d. Harris, 
Middle-pavement, Nottingham ; next three Mondays, 11 and 3. 


Fripay, June 26, 1857. 


Boyrp, Francis, Grocer, North Shields. First, 1s. 8d. Baker, Royal- 
arcade, Newcastle-upon-Tyne; any Saturday. 10 and 3. 

CALVERT, WILLIAM, & WILLIAM CALVERT, jun., Hardwaremen, Sunderland. 
First, ls. 6d. Baker, Royal-arcade, Newcastle-upon-Tyne; any Satur- 
day, 10 and 3. 

Cieary, JOsEPH, Builder, Church-rd., De Beauvoir-sq., a First, 
5s. hd. Cannan, 18 Aldermanbury ; any Monday, 11 and 

PrupDHog, Rosert, Grocer, Durham. First, 1s. 8d., in part of 2s. 5d. pre- 
viously declared, on proofs since March "last. Baker, Royal-arcade, 
Newcastle-upon-Tyne; any Saturday, 10 and 3. 

Ruppocx, Epwarp Harris, & Henry Evison, Marble Masons, Bradford, 
Yorkshire. Third, 1s. 9d; and First, Second, and Third, &s. 5d. 
— 11 St. James’s-st., Sheffield; any Tuesday after June 30, 
11 and 2. 

Stevens, Joun Dovey, Papermaker, Two Waters, Hemel Hempsted, 
ryt Third, 4s, 33d. Cannan, 18 Aldermanbury; any Monday, 

1 and 3. 

TayLor, Rozpert, Draper, Sunderland. First, 3s. 6d. Baker, Royal- 

arcade, Newcastle-upon-Tyne; any Saturdsy, 10 & 3. 


CERTIFICATES. 
To be ALLOWED, unless Notice be given, and Cause shown on Day of Meeting. 
TUESDAY, June 23, 1857. 


Bryax, Jonny, Electro-plater, 8 Dyer’s-bldgs., Holborn. July 16, at 11; 
Basinghall-st. 

Bryan, Rosert Horr, Clock and Watch Maker, Lincoln. July 22, at 
12; Kingston-upon-Hull. 

Catt, James, Hop Merchant, 69 High-st., Southwark; Loampit-hill, 
Lewisham ; and 2 South-st., "Greenwich. July 14, at 1; Basin; 

JOBSON, JoRN, Stove, Grate, and Fender Manufacturer, Derby. July 28, 
at 10.30; Nottingham. 

Woon, JAMES, Cheese Factor, Shude-hill, Manchester. July 15, at 12; 
Manchester. 

Fripay, June 26, 1857. 


Artacx, SAMUEL, Builder, Leeds. July 17, at 11; Leeds. 

EarLE, THomas, Railway Contractor, 44 Parliament-st., Westminster. 
July 20, at 1.30: Basinghall-st. 

Fiea, Joun, Boot and Shoemaker, Downing-st., Farnham, Surrey. 
July 17, at 2; Basinghall-st. 

HuMPHREYS, GrorcE JouN, Underwriter, Crown-ct, Old Broad-st. 
July 18, at 11.30; Basinghall-st. 

Leake, WILLIAM, Cattle Dealer, Lane, in Holme, Almondbury, Yorkshire. 
Sept. 14, at 11; Leeds. 

Owen, Joun, & WititaM Henry Boon, Silversmiths, Birmingham. 
Aug. 20, at 10; Birmingham. 

PEPPER, JOHN, & Epwin Appy Hotes, Grocers, 13 Waingate, Shef- 
field. July 18, at 10; Sheffield. 

SHaw, JOHN, & JosEPH Suaw, Tailors, Sheffield. July 18, at 10; 
Sheffield. 

Stoner, JosEPH, Grocer, Ormskirk and Southport, Lancashire. July 17, 
at 11; Liverpool 

TASKER, Witiiam, & Jonn Anpvvs, Potato Merchants, Selby, Yorkshire; 
also at Hampstead-rd., Middlesex (Tasker & Andus). phy 17, at i; 


Leeds. 
Watters, Henry, & BenJamMin Watters, Druggists, Alfreton, Derby- 
shire. July 18, at 10; Sheffield. 
Warp, THomas, Stock’ Manufacturer, 4 Bow Church-yd. July 20, at 
11.30; Basinghall-st. 
Wick, Joun, Electro Plater, Sheffield. July 18, at ae ee 
Wiis, FREDERICK Tomas, Qil and Colourman, 1 
July 17, at 1; Basinghall-st. 
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To be DELIVERED, unless APPEAL be duly entered. 
Tuespay, June 23, 1857. 

Bisuop, Henry, Money Scrivener, Dursley, Gloucestershire. June 16, 
2nd class; to be suspended for six months from June 16, with inter- 
mediate protection. 

CALVERT, WILLIAM, & WiLLiAM CALVERT, jun., Hardwaremen and 
Hosiers, Sunderland. June 19, 3rd class to W. Calvert; and 3rd class 
to W. Calvert, jun., subject to suspension until Dec. 19, 1857. 

CuicnestER, GEORGE AuGusTus HAmILTon, Commission Agent, 7 York- 
bldgs., Adelphi. July 17, 2nd class. 

Foorp, James, Licensed Victualler, Eagle Tavern, Charlton, Dover. 
June 17, 3rd class. 

GILLaM, Jonny, & Witt1aM Henry Tayer, Licensed Victuallers and Co- 
partners, 14 Devereux-ct., Strand, 20 City-rd., and 15 Poultry. June 
17, 2nd class to both. 

HarVEY, JAMES STEEN, Grocer, Birmingham. June 18, 3rd class. 

Hawkins, Henry JonATHAN, Licensed Victualler, late of | Midway-ter., 
Lower-rd., Rotherhithe, and now of 7 Midway-ter., Lower-rd., Rother- 
hithe, Dealer in Milk. June 15, 3rd class; to be suspended for three 
months from June 15, 

Kina, JosEPH Francis, Builder, 3 Belle Vue-vils., Seven Sisters-rd., Hol- 
loway. June 15, 3rd class; to be suspended for twelve months from 
Feb. 6, 1857. 

MASCALL, JosEPH, Grocer, Wolverhampton, Staffordshire. June 8, 3rd 
class; after a suspension of twelve months. 

Monpy, Henry, Ironmonger, Gloucester. June 19, 2nd class. 

OLDFIELD, ALEXANDER, Bookbinder, 17 Devonshire-st., Queen-sq., 
Bloomsbury. June 17, 3rd class. 

RICHARDS, JouN, Draper, Aberystwith, Cardigan. June 19, 2nd class, 
Rogerts, JoHN JONES, Metal Broker, Liverpool. June 17, 2nd class. 
Wi1ams, Josepn, Tailor, 4 Rochester-ter., Vauxhall-bridge-rd. June 

17, 2nd class. 
Frmay, June 26, 1857. 

Ditton, Tuomas, Boot and Shoe Maker, Halifax. June 22, 3rd class 

Levy, NaTHANIEL (Nathaniel Levy Nathan), Butcher, 13 Church-la., 
Whitechapel. June 19, 3rd class. 

M'Larty, DonaLp, JoHN M‘KEAN, & Ropert Lamont (M‘Larty & Co.), 
Merchants, Liverpool. June 18, 2nd class to each. 

NicHots, Hrttyarp, Corn Merchant, Bedford. June 19, 2nd class, 

Towse, Jonny BEecKwitu, Shipowner, Lawrence Pountney-la.; and At- 
torney-at-Law, residing at The Avenue, Streatham. June 18, Ist class. 


Professional Partnership Dissalbev. 
Fripay, June 26, 1857. 
Patmer, EDwarD FIeLpinc, & CHARLES PALMER, Attorneys and Soli- 


GREEN, RoperT EDWARD, Draper, Newark, Notts. June 18. 

J. Groves, Draper, Stamford; J. Bradbury, Draper, Aldermanbury, 
Sol. Atter, Stamford. 

KIMBERLEY, Heury, Innkeeper, Castle Howard, Yorkshire. June 12 
Trustees, J. Henderson, Gent., Castle Howard; B. Hind, Gent., New 
Malton, Yorkshire. Sol. Jackson, New Malton. 

OwBRIDGE, JAMEs, Miller, Kingston-upon-Hull. May 27. Trustees, J, 
Malcolm, Merchant; J. Empson, Cornfactor, both of Kingston-upon- 
Hull. Sols. Holden & Sons, 2 Parli t-st., Kingston-upon-Hull. 

PownaLt, Joun, Licensed Victualler, Derby. June 22. Trustee, J, 
Stubbs, Licensed Victualler, Nottingham. Sols. Bowley & Ashwell, 
Middle-pavement, Nottingham. 

Tucker, GEorGE, Paper Stainer, Plymouth. June 9. Trustees, J. M, 
Lyne, Accountant, Plymouth; S. W. Ridley, Floor Cloth Manufacturer, 
46 and 47 Newgate-st., London. Indenture lies at office of Holmden & 
Conway, Accountants, Bedford Chambers, Plymouth. 

TuRNER, ROBERT CHURCHILL, Gentleman, Pimlico, Middlesex. June9, — 
Trustees, T. Atherton, Timber Merchant, Crooked-la.; G. T. Hart (Hart 
Brothers), Accountants, Basinghall-st. Sols. Hodgkinson & Frend, 17 
Little Tower-st. 

Wiison, GrorcE, Watchmaker, Penrith, Cumberland. June 13, 
Trustees, G. Wood, Factor, Birmingham; J. S. Roberts, Factor, Bir- 
mingham; J. Walker, Gent., Brounedge, Preston, Lancashire. Sol, 
Reece, Birmingham. 


Crevitors under Estates in Chancery. 
TuEspDay, June 23, 1857 e 

BEEDLE, ANN (who died in April, 1855), Widow, China and Glass ~ 
Dealer, Sloane-st., Knightsbridge. Creditors to come in and prove 
their debts on or before Aug. 1, at V. C. Kindersley'’s Chambers. ; 

CAMBRIDGE, WILLIAM (who died in Oct. 1856), Farmer, South Runcton, ~ 
Norfolk. Crediturs to come in and prove their claims on or before — 
July 14, at Master of the Rolls’ Chambers. 3 

Harries, Joun (who died in Dec. 1841), Gent., Fishguard, Pembroke, 
Incumbrancers, and also the creditors of ELIZABETH HarRtEs, Widow 
(who died on June 27, 1842), to come in and prove their debts or claims — 
on or before July 14, at V. C. Stuart’s Chambers. ; 

Jamison, JOHN (who died in Feb. 1853), Butcher, Gateshead, Durham, 
Creditors to come in and prove their debts on or before July 10, at 
V. C. Kindersley’s Chambers. 

Mor-ey, Josias ReapsHAw (who died in Feb. 1827), Esq., Marrick Park, 
Yorkshire. Creditors to come in and prove their debts on or before 
July 17, at V. C. Wood’s Chambers. 

SEBRIGHT, JAMES WALTER (who died in March or April, 1857), 15 Mild. 
may Park, Stoke Newington, Middlesex. Creditors to come in and 
prove their debts on or before July 14, at Master of the 
Chambers. 
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citors, Coleshill, Warwickshire; by mutual consent. The b 
will in future be carried on by C. Palmer. March 25, “ 


Assignments for Benefit of Creditors. 
TUESDAY, June 23, 1857. 

BLAKELY, Epwarp, Draper, Queen’s-st., Norwich. May 25. Trustees, 
C. Candy, Merchant, Watling-st. ; J. Howell, Warehouseman, St. Paul's- 
churchyard. Sol. Mardon, Christchurch-chambers, 99 Newgate-st. 

Bryant, WILLIAM Epwarps, Journeyman Coachmaker and Lodging- 
house-keeper, June 15. Trustees, B. Breeds, Auctioneer, Hastings; 
J. Reeves, Ironmonger, Hastings. Sols, E. & H. Martin, 16 Wellington- 
sq., Hastings. 

CorpDER, EBENEZER Porter, Chemist and Druggist, Hadleigh, Suffolk. 
May 27. Trustees, W. G. B. Gunton, Wholesale Druggist, New Weston- 
st., Southwark; H. Clayden, Auctioneer, Hadleigh. Sols. Newman 
& Harper, Hadleigh. 

Dyke, THomas, Saddler, Castle Cary, Somerset. June 17. 
W. Francis, Glazier, Wincanton. Sol. Jellard, Wincanton. 
Epaar, Joun, Draper, Tiverton, Devon. June 10. Trustees, G. Tucker, 

Draper, Exeter; J. Pasmore, Draper, Exeter. Sol. Jones, Exeter. 

Gorpon, ALIcE, Widow, Sunderland. June 10. Trustee, R. French, 
Shipowner, Sunderland. Sol. Kidson, 66 John-st., Sunderland. 

Haavue, Danie, Draper, Wrexham, Denbighshire. May 26. Trustees, 
H. Ledgard Warehouseman, Wood-st.; KR. Milburn, Warehouseman, 
Newgate-st.; E. Griffith, Auctioneer, Wrexham, Denbighshire. Sol. 
Gammon, 9 Cloak-la, 

LYELL, Ropert Dace, Victualler, Black Horse Inn, Gomshall, Shere, 
Surrey. June 16. Trustees, E, Reffell, Widow, Gomshall; J. 'T. May- 
bank, Spirit Merchant, Dorking. Sol. Capron, Guildford. 

Peacock, Dennis, and THoMAs Ropryson Peacock (Peacock & Son), 
Timber Merchants, Kingston-upon-Hull. May 25. Zrustees, J. C. M. 
Harrison & W. Ward, Merchants, Kingston-upon-Hull. Sols. Lightfoot, 
Earnshaw, & Frankish, Kingston-upon-Hull. 

Saw, Joun, Grocer, Elizabeth-pL, Balls-pond-rd., Middlesex. June 8. Zrus- 
tees, Kk. Jones, Grocer, 16 Wellington-st., Southwark ; G. Wood, Cheese- 
—* Union-st., Bishopsgate. Sol. Sturmy, 8 Wellington-st., South- 
wark. 

Street, Jonny, Grocer and Corn Dealer, Hyde, Cheshire. June 8. 
Trustees, P. Roylance, Butter Merchant, Manchester; H. Games, Com- 
mercial Traveller, Manchester; J. Bennett, Agent, Manchester. Sols. 
Brooks & Marshall, 99 Stamford-st., .shton-under-Lyne. 

TROAKE, HENRY, Wholesale Druggist, Liverpool. June 17. Trustee, 
R. M. Griffiths, Banker, Bangor, Carnarvonshire. Sol. Conway, 25, 
Cable-st., Liverpool. 

Wricut, Josep, jun., Cotton Spinner, Caton, near Lancaster, and 
Burton-in-Lonsdale, Lancashire. May 28. Trustees, W. Lockett, 
Cashier, Manchester; J. Buckley, Waste Dealer, Manchester. Sols. 
Atkinsons, Saunders, & Last, 3 Norfolk-st., Manchester. 

Frinay, June 26, 1857. 

BARRINGER, JOHN, Engineer, York-st., York-rd., Lambeth. June 8. 
Trustee, M. A. Bowen, Brass Founder, Dorrington-st., Clerkenwell. 
Sol. Preston, 40 Broad-st.-bldgs 

DasHWooD, JARRETT Bacon (Dashwood Brothers), Printer, 1 Scott’s-yd., 
Bush-la., Cannon-st. June 3. Zrustees, W. C. Pearse, Printer, 2 
Queen-st., Cheapside; J. Eagleton, Tailor, 1 a Castle-ct., Birchin-la. 
Sol, Scott, 36, Ludgate-st. 

FowLer, Witiiam, Brewer, Griffin Brewery, Landport-rd., Portsea. 
June 17. Trustee, J. B. Scott, Brewer, Hammersmith, Middlesex. Sols. 
Greville & Tucker, 28 St. Swithin’s-la. 

GtL., GeorGE, Grocer, Kettering, Northamptonshire. June 17. Trustees, 
A. Keep, Manufacturer, Stourbridge, Worcestershirc; J. Robinson, 
Farmer, J. Goosey, Draper, both of Kettering. So/. Garrard, Kettering. 


Trustee, 





Tuomas, Harriot Ex1za (who died in Sept. 1856), Widow, Tunb 
Wells, Kent. Creditors to come in and prove their debts on or 
July 14, at Master of the Rolls’ Chambers. 

Tyas, Ricuarp (who died in Dec. 1852), Esq., formerly of Doncaster, 
and late of Bedford-pl., Middlesex. Creditors to come in and prove” 
their debts on or before July 27, at V. C. Stuart’s Chambers. ‘= 

Wiiu1ams, CHARLES (who died in March, 1851), Lieut. 53rd Foot, Meade 
foot-vil., Torquay, Devon. Creditors to come in and prove their debts om 
or before July 20, at Master of the Rolls’ Chambers. 

Fripay, June 26, 1857. es 

Hunt, WILi1aAmM (who died in July, 1856), baker, Havant-st., Portsea 
Creditors to come in and prove their debts on or before July 15, at V.Q, 
Wood's Chambers. bis 

Wricut, Cuar_es (who died in Aug. 1853), Licensed Victualler, late 
the Sir Isaac Newton Public-house, Nassau-st., Middlesex H * 
Creditors to come in and prove their debts on or before June 26, at 
Master of the Rolls Chambers. } 


Winting-up of Joint Stock Companies. q 
TuEspay, June 23, 1857. , ; 

BoswortTHon MINING ComPany.—The creditors of this Company are {0 | 
come in and prove their debts on or before July 6, at the Master of the 
Rolls’ Chambers. 

CosmopotitaN Lire AssurRANCE Company.—The Master of the Rolls ~ 
peremptorily orders a call of one pound per share on all the contribu. — 
tories; and that each contributory on July 1, at 12, pay to Mr. William ~ 
Henry M‘Creight, the Official Manager, 3 South-sq., Gray’s-inn, the 
balance, if any, which shall be due from him after debiting his account 
in the Company's books with such call. ¥ 

TREVENA Mining Company.— The Master of the Rolls has appointed — 
Robert Palmer Harding, 5 Serle-st., Lincoln’s-inn, to be the Official 
Manager.—June 4. 

WuHEAL HELEN Mininc Company.—The Master of the Rolls has 
pointed Robert Palmer Harding, 5 Serle-st., Lincoln’s-inn, to be 
Official Manager.—June 4. 


Fripay, June 26, 1857. 

BASTENNE ASPHALTE OR BiTUMEN ComPany, heretofore called the Bai 
TENNE AND GAUJAC BiTuMEN ComPany.—Master Humphry, on July % 
at 12, at his chambers, will make a call on all the contributories of 
Company of £70 per share. 2 

Scotch HSequestrations. 
TuEspay, June 23, 1856. - 

Haren, CuarLes Henny, Manufacturing Chemist, Glasgow. June 26, ab — 
2, Carrick's Royal Hotel, George-sq., Glasgow. Seg. June 17. % 

Smetnurst, Henry, Hat Manufacturer, Glasgow. June 30, at ) 
Glasgow Stock-exchange, National Bank-bldgs., Glasgow. Seq. June 18. — 

Swan, Davip (James Swan), Confectioner, 50 Cowcaddens-st., Glasgow, 
and residing at 99 Dundas-st., Glasgow. June 29, at 12, Graham 
London Temperance Hotel, Maxwell-st., Glasgow. Seg. June 18 

Fripay, June 26, 1857. 

M'DonaLp, GEorGE, Dyer, Cupar-Fife. July 6, at 12, Buist’s Royal © 
Hotel, Cupar-Fife. Seg. June 24. . 

MACPHERSON, ALEXANDER, & JOHN MacpHErsoy, Lithographers, Edif« 
burgh. July |. at 1, Dowell’s and Lyon's Rooms, 18 George-st., 
burgh. Seg. June 22. ig 

Murr, Rosert, Miller and Grain-dealer, Dalvreck, Crieff, July 7, 06 
12, Drummond Arms Hotel, Crieff. Seq. June 24, ; 


Be 
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